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INTRODUCTION 
The restaurant industry today faces compennon at every tum, for much of the 
public's eating out is discretionary and thus represents potential expenditure on other 
activities. Because the consumer movement is growing and consumer networks are 
powerful, the more competinve the situation, the more an eating place should look to 
marketing and its tools to mamtam a strong po sinon m the marketplace (McNutt, 
1988). 
Restaurateurs must rely on therr understanding of the processes that customers 
go through in buying and consummg restaurant products. If restaurateurs understand 
the who, what, where, when, how, and why of consumer behavior, then the 
probability of marketing success is enhanced (Buttle, 1986). In short, success IS 
predicated on the diligent study of changing consumer attItudes and eating habits, and 
on the pragmatic establishment of strategies and programs adapting to these changes. 
In tum, marketers need to develop innovative, supenor products to meet needs and 
preferences idennfied by research (Townley, 1989). 
Segmentation studies are designed to discover the needs and desires of specific 
consumer groups so that specialized goods and services can be developed and 
promoted. Consumer researchers have been able to relate social class to consumer 
attitudes towards specific products and to examme socIal-class mfluences on actual 
product consumption (Schiffman and Kanuk, 1991). 
The great buymg power of the young implies a substantial and mcreasmg 
market for food. Several studies have been conducted to identify the food preferences 
of Korean college students (Chung, 1984; Krrn, 1976) as well as the fast food dining 
behaviors of Korean consumers generally (Mo, Jeon, Baek, and Lee, 1989; leon, Krrn, 
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and Lee, 1990; Knn, Nam, and Kwak, 1990) But no study has been conducted on 
Korean college students' patronage behaviors and attitudes towards fast food, family 
style and fme dining restaurants. 
The purposes of the present study were 
I. to identify restaurant patronage behaviors of Korean college students; 
2. to develop a research instrument measunng the attItudes of Korean college 
students towards fast food, fannly style, and fme dining restaurants; 
3. to identify response dIfferences in terms of both behaVIoral items and restaurant 
attribute items between the two personal spendmg groups and the two gender 
groups; 
4. to identify the importance of the three types of restaurant attributes and the 
restaurant performances in terms of those attnbutes, as perceived by 
respondents; 
5. to determme Korean college students' attitudes towards the three types of 
restaurants; 
6. to validate the self-developed research instrument measuring attitudes of Korean 
college students towards the three types of restaurants; 
7. to identify differences in Korean college students' perceptJ.ons of the three types 
of restaurants' performances, in terms of factors identified by factor analysis; 
and 
8. to provide recommendatIons on marketing strategies for the three types of 
restaurants in Korea. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The NatIonal Restaurant Association has found that the pnmary motives of 
diners are to escape from boredom, to socialize, to avoid drudgery, to eat foods 
different from those served at home, and to enjoy convemence. Restaurants serve 
predominantly our social and recreational needs, in this context referred to as the 
dIning market; and our biolOgical needs, or the eating market. Two basIc terms used 
in descriptions of the restaurant busmess are full-service and specialty; of the latter, 
fast food is the most common example (powers, 1988). Fast food generally means 
food served to a patron at either a self-service counter or a drive-through window 
(Emerson,1990). Automation, the key to the modem fast food business, has resulted 
in both relatively limited menu chOices and streamlined customer sefVlce. The fast 
food operation is, m many ways, more like a manufacturing enterprise than a 
traditional restaurant. Growing numbers of young people constitute a prosperous 
group eating out frequently at fast food establishments. 
The family style restaurant is another type of specialty restaurant. It offers 
table service and extensive menu vanety. The preparation staff IS limited to one or 
more short-order cooks. The production process is almost as simple as that of the fast 
food restaurant, and the service is likewise far from elaborate. But customers expect 
an informal, simple, relatively inexpensive style of service in family style restaurants, 
and population trends are certainly on the side of these restaurants, whose customer 
base is mature adults (powers, 1988). Korean family style restaurants are similar to 
mom-and-pop restaurants in the 1950s and 60s in the United States. 
Fine dining restaurants can be included in the category of full-service 
restaurants. The term full-service refers to the style of service m the dming room, to 
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the menu, and to the style of preparatIon. Full-servIce restaurants employ walters and 
waitresses, offer a wide variety of menu chOIces, and prepare most of their food from 
scratch (Powers, 1988). Consumers expect quality in both the food and the servIce 
and are willing to pay handsomely for it (Khan, 1987). 
Restaurants of all kinds must prOVIde two things to satisfy their customers; 
good products and good serVIces. Their products are basically foods and their 
services mclude the envrronments--from the servers' smiles to the color of the drapes 
(Mill, 1986). 
Restaurant Attributes 
The service/product mIX IS composed of physIcal Items, psychological 
experiences, and sensory perceptions. Physical Items include atmosphere, lightIng, 
background music, decor, menu merchandising, uniforms, table appomtments, plate 
arrangements, garrushes, restroom cleanliness, and parlang facilities. The 
psychological experiences of customers can be negative or positive although 
restaurant operators certainly strive for the latter. Customers' sensory perceptions, 
i.e., sight, smell, sound, feel or touch, and taste, are also part of the servIce/product 
mix (Barrmgton and Olsen, 1987) 
Today's consumers are more mformed, demand more variety and convenience, 
and insist on more interesting and tasty new products at fau prices than ever before. 
Sensory pleasure, converuence, and mformative advertising also fall withm therr 
needs. NutritIon is rapidly moving from a value-added attribute to a basic 
requrrement of foods, as IS freshness (Townley, 1989; McNutt, 1988). 
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For the purpose of this study, the servIce/product mix is dIvIded mto eIght 
categories: service, menu, food qualities, atmosphere, price, hygiene, facilities, and 
promotion. A bnef review of lIterature IS presented for each category. 
Service 
Consumers expect dtfferent service speeds for different meals. For example, 
breakfast should be quick on the workdays but can be leisurely on the weekends; 
lunch IS almost invariably a tIme for fast service. Quinton and Stephenson (1988) 
hypothesized that quick servIce was essentIal, but found that it was in fact only one 
part of the customers' value equation. 
The ambIance sold by a restaurant places demands on the service staff. The 
work of food service is mseparable from "emotional labor, the management of feeling 
to create publicly observed faCIal and bodily display." Workers must subordinate 
their own emotional states to the reqUIrements of "feeling rules, It whtch are 
friendlIness, good humor, and wannth (HochschIld, 1983, p. 5). 
Food-to-go servIce encompasses take-out and delivery. The take-out to eat 
product is a response to the trend in two-income families to retreat from the work 
world to eat dinner m front of television (Scanlon, 1990). According to CREST, 
food-to-go sales accounted for 46% of all restaurant transactions in 1990, compared 
with 44% in 1987. Despite the plethora of choices, customers are still hungering for 
more food-to-go options. Operators who can deliver convenience, nutrition, vanety, 
and value will find success m the take-out area (Casper, 1991). 
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Menu 
Townley (1989) indicated that the demand for new products was in a rapIdly 
changing, extremely competitive environment, in whIch the product development 
cycle had been compressed from years to months, and product lIfe cycles were 
sometimes two years or shorter After McDonald's successfully opened up the 
breakfast market, the trend has been to break the menu down mto day parts. People 
will lIkely continue to inSIst on even more variety 
SmIthburg (1988) suggested that the foodservice industry needed the most 
effective market research possible to identify solId opportunities for the development 
of innovative, superior, and/or demanded products. The physical menu is also an 
important aspect of foodservice marketing. Written messages on the menu can be 
used to sell selections, to promote the restaurant, and to inform customers of other 
services that the restaurant offers (Scanlon, 1990). 
Food qualities 
Consumers now demand natural, light, nutritious, and palatable food that is 
also fresh (Townley, 1989). Granzin and Balm (1988), studying different market 
segments, found a variety of opinIons about the nutrition of restaurant food. Some 
patrons felt that good taste and nutrition were mcompatible; others, that restaurants 
have chosen not to serve health-onented foods. The authors stated that restaurateurs 
needed to recognize the mterests of certain patrons. Moreover, promotional devices 
were essential to inform patrons that good taste and nutrition were compatible m the 
foods offered. 
According to a 1988 Gallup survey conducted by the National Restaurant 
Association (National Restaurant ASSOCIation, 1990), 59% of adult customers were 
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interested in tableservlce restaurants offenng menu items for nutntion-consclOus 
consumers. Townley (1989) suggested that nutritious foods could be provided With 
reduced cholesterol, fat, calories, sodium, and sugar, all without sacrificing taste. He 
also indicated that one of the most important nutritional factors is perception. Words 
that can be used to elicit positive perceptions are natural, homestyle, baked, calclUm-
added, fresh, and lite. Negative descriptions are processed, artificial, frozen, fried, 
and preservatives. 
Atmosphere 
In general, consumers seek roomy, spacious surroundings promoting comfort 
("Winning," 1984). By comparing patrons' attltudes before and after a restaurant's 
renovation, Lambert and Watson (1984) researched the influence of restaurant intenor 
design on customer behavior patterns and perceptions. After the renovation, 
customers tended to remam in the dining room longer because many found It more 
pleasant and comfortable, and some customers thought that the quality of service had 
improved even though it had not. 
Like decor and lighting, music sets the mood and tempo for both customers 
and employees. The Gallup Organization and Market Trends found that 90% of 
restaurant patrons indicated that music enhances a restaurant's atmosphere and that 
they enjoyed listening to musIc while eating. Eighty percent stated that music in 
restaurants had a positive effect on therr mood. Nearly half indicated that music 
detennined, to some extent, where they eat and how often they return. Nmety percent 
of restaurant managers stated that top-quality reproduction of music was essential, and 
70% believed that appropriate music selections were important to patrons (Dawson, 
1 988b). 
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Price has an mfonnation role m consumer decisIon making--namely, that of 
educating consumers about product factors such as quality. For example, price 
provides a gauge for measuring qualIty in the absence of certamty. Under 
uncertainty, the dollar amount assIgned to an Item serves as an indication of the item's 
value (Schoell and Guiltinan, 1990). Carmin and Norkus' (1990) study on the change 
in market share of various pasta entrees, however, is conSIstent With the theory 
(Smtth, 1982) that sales volume and profitabilIty will improve if price is lowered for a 
slow-sell, high-contribution Item In sum, although some people are attracted to 
bargains; others find high price a greater incentive to purchase. 
HYlPene 
Restaurateurs should be aware that cleanliness IS also key in the consumer's 
chOIce of restaurant CDI DeSIgns, Riverdale, N.Y., surveyed 128 consumers to 
select the five most important restaurant selection criteria from the 15 provided. 
Appearance of employees ranked frrst, followed by condition of tables/charrs. Three 
criteria of approxunately equal tmportance--clean1mess of restro oms , openness and 
appearance of food preparation areas, and cleanliness of utensils--were cited next, 
followed by appearance of floors and by condition of serving area (Lewis and Bona, 
1990). 
Facilities 
More consumers expressed the desrre for smoke-free environments than ever 
before. According to consumers responding to a 1990 Gallup poll for the National 
Restaurant ASSOCiation, 84% were interested or very mterested in separate seating for 
9 
smokers. In a snnilar 1988 poll, only 78% had been mterested m such seating And 
among all age groups, the 18-24 year age group showed the greatest mterest in 
nonsmokIng sections 0Neinstein, 1991). Operators should be aware of this trend and 
cater to it. It is only logical for nonsmokers to patronize restaurants with nonsmokIng 
sections (Jason, 1988; Dawson, 1988a) The planning of parking lots and areas IS also 
part of creating the right impressIon. Management should stress cleanlmess m 
parking areas at all times (Kazarian, 1989) 
Promotion 
One sense of the term promotion is that of persuasive communication (Powers, 
1990). Promotion can influence customers' deCISIOns about which meals they eat, 
where they eat them, what they eat, and where therr food IS prepared (Underwood, 
1988). Thorough market research of current and future customers, as well as of 
competttion, will help restaurateurs develop promottons increasing customer count 
and profit (Scanlon, 1990). According to CREST, in 1977 only 6.5% of visits to 
restaurateurs involved promottons such as coupon offerings and premium 
merchandise at bargam pnces, but by 1984 that percentage had risen to 11.3% 
(Powers, 1988). Promotton can generate enjoyment and excitement for diners and 
employees; more importantly, It can keep the restaurant's name m front of customers 
(IfParagary's/' 1991). 
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The Korean Market for Food away from Home 
Until the end of the 1970s, fannly style and casual restaurants were the 
dominant types of restaurants in Korea. But in 1979, the Japanese company Lotteria 
established a partnerslup with Korean Lotteria cooperation and opened a fast food 
restaurant. Since then, many intematlOnal chams have expanded into Korea, whose 
restaurant industry as a result has become larger and more modernized (Food and 
Economic Newspaper, 1991). 
Several factors are changmg eating habits in Korea. The baby boomers are 
aging and possess increased disposable mcomes. Their expectations for services are 
growing. Customers become increasmgly value-conscious and demandmg when they 
spend extra money. Because consumers are better informed by the mcrease in 
advertIsing, they also demand better service. The maturing hospitality mdustry has 
created an intensely competltive situatlon whereby many sellers attempt to 
differentiate products, and the Korean economy has shifted from an mdustrial base to 
a service base (Agriculture, Fisheries, and Livestock Newspaper, 1991). 
The total number of restaurants in Korea was 280,000 in 1991. This is a 
remarkable increase over the 15,000 restaurants in operation at the begmnmg of the 
1970s. Table 1 descnbes the food-away-from-home market in Korea. The total value 
of food prepared away from home was $16,475,550,000 in 1991 In 1986 and 1988, 
annual mcrease rates were qUlte lugh because of the 1986 ASIan Games and the 1988 
Seoul OlymPIC games (ChOl, 1991). 
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Table I. The food-away-from-home market+ 
Year Total amount 
(U.S. $1,000,000) 
1979 3,529.05 
1982 3,510.47 
1986 5,39020 
1987 6,425.10 
1988 11,994.15 
1990 15,74528 
1991 16,475.55 
Source' Agriculture, Fisheries, and Livestock Newspaper (1991). 
+Unless otherwise noted, tables are based on data from Korea 
Annual increase (%) 
5605 
77.52 
999 
60.05 
3612 
1111 
Table 2. Per capita O.N.P. and monthly consumption expenditure per household 
for all households of all citles 
Per Food and Food Food Food 
Year capita Consumption beverage! outside outside outside 
G.NP. expenditure con sump- home/food home home/con-
(U.S. $) (U.S. $) tion beverage annual sumption 
expenditure con sump- Increase expendIture 
{%l tion{%l {%l {%} 
1982 1,824 335.35 40.7 6.0 63.1 2.4 
1983 2,002 339.00 394 6.5 15.9 2.6 
1984 2,158 357.93 382 7.0 12.8 2.7 
1985 2,194 35558 37.5 7.4 11.6 28 
1986 2,503 404.13 364 89 27.6 33 
1987 3,098 503.08 353 12.0 512 43 
1988 4,040 683.63 34.8 139 31 8 48 
1989 87733 31.9 19.4 62.9 6.2 
Sources: National Bureau of StatIstics EconomIc Planning Board (1989, 1991). 
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Expenditures on meals away from home have mcreased as a percentage of total 
consumption expenditure. By 1989, 6.2% of consumption expendIture was spent in 
eating and dnnking establtshments, m contrast to 2.4% in 1982. These data are 
shown in Table 2. The percentage of expenditure on food outside the home over 
foodlbeverage consumption was smaller than 10% before 1987. This percentage 
became 12% in 1987 and 19.4% in 1989. As a result of the 1988 Seoul Olympic 
games, many new busmesses were introduced into Korea by both foreign and 
domestic companies. Restaurants became bigger, and a rapid increase in expenditures 
on food away from home occurred (Agnculture, Fisheries, and Livestock Newspaper, 
1991). 
American fast food chains have consolidated an early lead in the race for 
Korean appetites since the local market began to open in 1986. Table 3 proVides 
some fast food mformation about Korea. The 1986 ASIan Games and the 1988 Seoul 
OlymPICS provided a window of opportunity for foreign fast food compames. The 
domestic market for fast food was estunated at about 369 mIllion dollars a year in 
1989 and is growing at an annual rate of about 30%. Hamburgers may be the single 
most popular item on the Korean fast food menu, but locals have also displayed a 
keen taste for pizza. After food quality, customer service seems to be the pnmary 
attraction to Korean customers ("Changes," 1989). 
As shown in Table 4, the number of college students in Korea was 1,518,512 
m 1991,3.5% of the total Korean populatIOn of 43,268,000 (National Bureau of 
Statistics Economic Planning Board, personal communicatIOn, June 30, 1992). 
Table 3. Fast food oEerations 
Product Brand 
Hamburger McDonald's (U S.) 
Wendy's (U.S.) 
Burger King (U S.) 
Hardee's (U S.) 
Lotteria (Japan) 
Amencana (U.S.) 
Chicken Kentucky Fried (U.S) 
Popeye Chicken (U.S.) 
Pizza PIzza Hut (U.S.) 
PIzza Inn (U.S.) 
Domino's Pizza (U S ) 
Shakets PIzza (U.S) 
Source: Changes (1989). 
Table 4. Population of college students 
School 
Junior college 
College of education 
University 
Graduate school 
Total 
13 
Year 
Company entered 
Korea 
Mcan Indus Co 1988 
Wendy's Korea 1984 
Hanam Limited 1984 
Sejin Leisure 1990 
Lotteria 1979 
Americana 1980 
Doosan Foods 1984 
Poko Int'l 1990 
Dongsin Foods 1985 
Choyong Moolsan 1985 
Korea Express 1989 
Golden Bell 1989 
No. of 
stores 
3 
15 
10 
78 
45 
31 
12 
12 
1 
1 
Population 
359,049 
16,019 
1,052,140 
91,304 
1,518,512 
Source: Statistic Analysis DiVISIon, National Board of Education Evaluation, Mmistry of 
Education, Republic of Korea (1991). 
AttItude 
Busmesses have been trying to obtain infonnation about the factors 
detennining consumer preferences, and marketmg research has mcreasmgly turned Its 
attention to consumer behavior. To account for the consumer's decision-makmg 
process and to develop a comprehensive theory of consumer behavIOr, many 
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investigators have turned to social psychological research, specifically that regarding 
attitude. Attitude is one of the most pervasive notIons in all areas of marketing 
research (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). Indeed, attitude research plays pivotal roles m 
(1) saving cost, (2) identifymg new markets, (3) gaming inSights and field intelligence 
for positioning products and counteracting competItors, (4) designmg effective sales 
communications, (5) developing selling and closmg techniques, and (6) obtainmg 
increased market share (Brand, 1986). 
An attitude characteristically provokes behavior either acquisitive or aversive, 
favorable or unfavorable, affmnative or negative towards the object or class of objects 
to which it is related. According to Fishbem (1967, p. 389), attitude is "a learned 
predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable manner with 
respect to a given object." Droba (1933, p. 451) defined the term as "a mental 
disposition of the human indivldual to act for or against a definite object." 
These definitions emphasize three tmportant characteristics of attitudes. They 
are learned; they imply evaluation (e.g., favorable-unfavorable, positive-negative, 
good-bad); and they predispose action (Pratkanis, Breckler, and Greenwald, 1989). 
The formation of attitudes is basically a learmng process. They are developed m 
numerous ways and in reference to many different forces, both inc:hvidual and social. 
, 
Attitudes are based to some extent upon the kinds and the amounts of information that 
individuals receive and upon the sources of such information. Many attitudes held by 
indiViduals come either directly or mc:hrectly from group, family, mass media 
advertismg, personality factors, and/or direct experiences of goods and services 
(Myers and Reynolds, 1967; Schiffman and Kanuk, 1991). 
According to Myers and Reynolds (1967), the essentIal characteristIc ofan 
attitude is its evaluative component--a simple evaluatIve cue or summary statIstic 
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stored in memory. The stored evaluation of an object IS part of the strategy used for 
sizing up, for classifying as good or bad, and for determining whether favorable or 
unfavorable approaches are to be adopted. Evaluative cues and strategies influence 
conceptual cognitive processes such as reasoning, decision-making, interpretmg, 
mferring, attnbutmg, and, m some cases, recallmg. 
The main reason that attItude plays such a central role in consumer behavior IS 
that it seemingly influences mdividual behavior quite strongly in general. Attitudes 
directly affect purchase decisions, and these in turn directly affect attItudes through 
expenence related to product use or service selection (Myers and Reynolds, 1967). 
The logic of a causal chain from belief to behavior is embodied in Ajzen and 
Fishbeints theory of reasoned action. A central factor of this theory is the individual 
intention to perform a certain behavior, and attItudes indIcate how much effort people 
are willing to exert to perform the behavior (Pratkams et at, 1989). 
Consumer evaluation of products requrres the consideration of alternatives 
differing in terms of more than one relevant evaluative attribute. Researchers accept 
the fact that consumer behaVior is affected by a great number of psychological, social, 
and economic variables. Thus, research might mvolve asking consumers to state how 
important each variable such as pnce, influence of family members, and influence of 
others IS in determining purchase. It is assumed that a set of attributes, variables, 
property characteristics, factors, or criteria for any object can be descnbed in terms of 
either states or levels. The attributes of an object are assumed to be evoked by the 
decision maker; that is, they are assumed to be mental perceptions and mayor may 
not be related to the objectts tangible characteristics. The attributes evoked are 
assumed to be related to the decision maker's knowledge of and experience with the 
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objects and to the characteristics oflns or her specific problem-solvmg situation 
(Green and Wmd, 1973). 
With the increasing prominence of attItude has arisen the need for valid 
measurement techruques. In 1932, Rensis Likert proposed a method of summated 
ratings that has since been widely adopted because it greatly simplified evaluation by 
dispensing with Judges. After collecting a large pool of opinIon items, the 
investigator decides whether agreement with each Item implIes a favorable or 
unfavorable attitude towards the object in question. Neutral or ambiguous items must 
be eliminated. Typically, subjects are asked to respond to each item on a five-point 
scale defined by labels such as strongly agree, ~, undecided, disagree, and 
strongly disagree. To be retained m the fmal attitude scale, an item must meet the 
criterion of internal consistency, that is, it must discriminated between people with 
positive and negative attitudes. The Likert scaling procedure thus results m a single 
score representing the degree to which a person favorably or unfavorably views the 
object in question. These attitude scores can reflect different patterns of belief, 
intention, and action (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980; Pratkanis et al., 1989). 
Expectancy-value models (Kotler, 1991) seem of particular relevance to social 
psycholOgIcal research in attitude. One of the reasons for the popularity of this model 
in the marketing field is that it seems to provide a theoreticallmk between evaluative 
critena and attitude. According to this model, a person's attItudes towards an object 
are a function of his or her salIent beliefs and evaluations respecting certain attributes 
of that object. In the context of consumer behaVior, the object is typically either a 
product or a brand Within a product class (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980). 
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Mathematically, the model can be presented m the followmg format: 
II 
A,k = L W IkByk , where 
Ak = consumer k's attItude score for object J, 
W,k = importance weight assigned by consumer k to attnbute 1, 
B!/k= consumer k's belief as to the amount of attnbute 1 offered by object J, 
and 
n = number of lIDportant attributes in the selection of a given object 
An estlIDate of attitude towards a product or a brand IS obtamed by multiplying, for 
each attnbute, belief strength by importance weIght and summmg these products 
across all salIent attributes. 
It is pOSSible to mfer attItudes from responses to vanous kinds of belief 
statements, but only those beliefs salient in the individual's mind are assumed to have 
a causal impact on attitude (Pratkams et aI., 1989). StudIes using the expectancy 
value model have shown that the measurement of product attItude typically leads to 
significant prediction of consumer preferences although the accuracy of these 
predictions has been found to differ across brands and across product classes (MarzIS, 
Ahtola, and Klippel, 1975). 
Concemmg the proper statement of the model, Sheth and Talarzyk (1972) 
raised theoretical issues that have arisen m application, particularly as regards the 
ISsue of importance weights. These researchers found that the consumer's behef 
factor had greater predictive power than did the value importance factor, which 
indeed seemed almost uncorrelated With affect. The consumer's belief factor had a 
wide range of predictive powers within product classes. When the consumer's belief 
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was weighted by value importance, a consistent lowering of predictive power 
occurred. Thus, value importance not only contributes negligtbly to the detenmnation 
of consumer affect towards a brand but also suppresses the detenninant power of 
consumer's belief factor. 
Using importance and perfonnance scales, Bush and Hair, Jr. (1976) studied 
consumer patronage detenninants of motels. In their study, perceived characteristIcs 
of establishments were compared by consumers, and importance ratings were used 
only for evaluative criteria. Much additional marketing research has considered only 
the images of establishments, not the importance of attributes (McDougall and Fry, 
1975; Marks, 1976; Pessemier, 1980; Teas, Wong, and Parker, 1988). 
Importance-perfonnance Analysis Gnd 
Importance-perfonnance analYSIS IS an excellent means of analyzing 
quantitatIve data involving expectatIon and evaluation of a product's perceived 
perfonnance (Chon, Weaver, and Kim, 1991; Evans and Chon, 1989). It is a low-
cost, easily-understood technique that can yield important insIghtS into marketing 
mix. Operations should be able to identify areas consummg too many resources, as 
well as areas requiring additional attentIon. Presentation of results on the importance-
performance grid facilitates management's interpretatIon of data and increases the 
usefulness of analysis in strategic marketing decision-making 
PositIoning the vertical and the horizontal axes on the gnd is a matter of 
judgment. The value of this approach lies in IdentifyIng relative, rather than absolute, 
levels of importance and performance Frequently, a five- or a seven-point scale will 
yield good rattngs spread, and the middle positIon Will constItute a useful diviSIon for 
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the grid. Occasionally, however, the absence of low importance and performance 
ratings may argue for moving axes over one position on the scale (Martilla and James, 
1977). 
This graphic representation of data necessitates that each activity fall into one 
of four quadrants (Figure I). Attributes falling into quadrant I are important to 
respondents, but performed poorly by the operation. Attributes in quadrant II are 
important to respondents, and performed well by the operation. Attributes in quadrant 
III are both of little importance and poorly performed. Attributes in quadrant IV are 
of little importance, but are performed relatively well (Chon et aI., 1991). 
I 
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Figure 1. Importance-performance analysis grid 
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ReliabIlity 
Valid measurement is the sine qua non of science. If the measure used in a 
discipline has not been demonstrated to have a high degree of validity, that discipline 
is not a science (peter, 1979). In the last 15 years, sigruficant attention has been 
directed to the quality of measures used m marketing research. The shift to an 
emphasis on quality was perhaps most clearly delineated by publication of such 
methodological contributions as Peter's review articles on reliability and validity and 
Churchill's paradigm for better measure development for marketing (Churchill, 1979, 
Peter 1979, 1981). Future consumer behavior research will avoid uncertain measures 
of the variables that they are designed to gauge (Heeler and Ray, 1972). 
A necessary condition for the validity of a measure IS reliability, which can be 
defmed as "the similarity of results provided by independent but comparable measures 
of the same object, trait, or construct" (Churchill, 1991, p. 495). Evaluation of the 
reliability of any measurement procedure consists of estimatmg how much of the 
variation in scores is due to transitory influences; in other words, how much of the 
variation is attributable to chance or to random error. The less scores are influenced 
by such factors, the more reliable the instrument is, and the more consistent and 
dependable its results are (Selltiz, Wrightsman, and Cook, 1976). If reliability is 
unassessed and the correlatIon between measures of two constructs is low, then 
marketing researchers have no way ofknowmg whether little relation exists between 
the two constructs or whether the measures are SImply unreliable (peter, 1979). 
In hopes of determining the number of dimensions underlying the construct, 
some analysts choose first to perfonn factor analYSIS, a multivariate statistical 
technique concerned with the Idennfication of structure Within a set of observed 
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vanables. Its appropriate use involves the study of mterrelanon among variables m an 
effort to find a new set of variables fewer in number than the onginal variables but 
expressing the common feature among them. 
A factor defines the way in which ennl.les differ, much as the length of an 
object or the flavor of a product defmes a qualitative dunenslOn in which objects may 
or may not differ. A factor does not mdicate how dIfferent various ennties are, just as 
length itself does not mdlcate how much longer one object IS than another (Cattell, 
1978). Therefore, factor analysis provides a way of reducing the number of variables 
in the study without great loss of mformatlOn and idennfies the Important qualitanve 
distinctions in the data. Idennfication of the underlying dimensions of image and 
purification of the measure of the resulting tmage dimenSIons by elimination of 
attribute Items haVIng small correlations with the independent factors are the twofold 
purpose of factor analysis. Vanmax rotanon, the best orthogonal rotation procedure 
(Gorsuch, 1974), has been used to unprove interpretability ofloadings. 
Peter (1979) indicated that Cronbach's coefficient alpha was the most 
commonly accepted formula for assessing the rehabtlity of a measure with muln pomt 
scale items. He reasoned that (1) alpha IS one of the most unportant deductions from 
the theory of measurement error, and (2) most marketing research studies employ 
scales or items of the type that alpha was deSIgned to evaluate. Alpha IS formulated 
as (Nunnally, 1978) 
k 
k-l 
, where 
k = number of items m the scale, 
d. = vanance of item 1, and 
d, = total variance of the scale 
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The coefficient alpha resulted from the assumptions of the domain sampling model, 
the key assumption is that all items, Ifbelongmg to the domam of the concept, take up 
an equal amount of the common core. 
In other words, if all items in a measure are drawn from the domain of a single 
construct, responses to those items should be highly correlated. Low alpha values 
suggest that some Items do not share similarly in the common core and should be 
eliminated. The easiest way to identify such items is to calculate the correlation of 
each with the total score and to plot these correlations by decreasing orders of 
magnitude. Items with correlations near zero will thus be eliminated, as will items 
producing a substantial or a sudden drop in the item-to-total correlattons (Churchill, 
1979). 
The question has been raIsed as to whether the coefficient alpha demonstrates 
satisfactory levels ofreliabIhty. Although no hard-and-fast rules have been offered 
for evaluating the magmtude of relIabIlity coefficients, Nunnally (1978) suggested 
that in early stages of research, a modest reliabIlIty .7 will suffice. For basic research, 
it is argued that increasing reliability beyond .8 IS unnecessary because, at that level, 
correlations are attenuated very lIttle by measurement error. 
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METHODOLOGY 
This study was designed to identify Korean college students' patronage 
behaVIors; differences between the two personal spendIng and the two gender groups; 
importance and likelihood of restaurant selection attributes; and attitudes towards fast 
food, family style, and fine dming establishments. Validation of the research 
instrument and identifying differences of likelihood mean scores for factors among 
three types of restaurants were also purposes of the research. The University Human 
Subjects Review Committee approved this study (Appendix A). The procedures 
followed are described in the following sections: Questionnaire Development and 
Pilot Test, Sample and Data Collection, and Data Analysis. 
Questionnarre Development and Pilot Test 
The questionnaire for this study was based on attitude-towards-restaurant 
research by Hsu (1988) and by the National Restaurant ASSOCiation (1991), as well as 
on exploratory interviews With Korean students at Iowa State Uruversity (ISU). The 
questionnaire consisted of 20 items, each of which was placed in one of three 
sections, viz., behavior, restaurant attributes, and demographics. All items were 
reviewed by two faculty members in the Department of Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institutton Management and by a faculty member m the Department of Marketing at 
ISU. The purpose of this review was to ensure content validity, partIcularly the 
measure's adequate capture of characteristic domains. 
Behavioral items were designed to detennine (1) the frequencies of eating out 
for four different meals at three types of restaurants, (2) the type of comparuons 
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included, (3) the primary occasions and reasons for eatmg out, (4) the timeframe for 
making eatmg-out plans, (5) the information sources for restaurants, (6) the 
importance of nutritIon, (7) the amount of money spent eating out at the three types of 
restaurants, and (8) the spendIng on eating out. 
Questions in the second section were designed to measure perceived 
importance and hkelihood of attnbutes offered by the three types of restaurants. 
Attributes of the questionnaires were divided into rune categories: service, menu, 
food qualitIes, atmosphere, pnce, hygiene, facilities, promotIon, and other. 
A five-point Likert-type scale was used to detennine the levels of importance and the 
likelihood of attributes. For the importance scale, 5 = very important, 
3 = moderately important, and I = not important. For the likelihood scale, 
5 = very likely, 3 = moderately likely, I = not likely, and 0 = unknown. 
The third section of the questionnaire contained demographic questions. These 
questions were designed to elicit descriptive information and to identIfy the relatIon 
between demographIc and other variables. Information on educational level, major, 
marital status, children, household members, available financial support, personal 
spending, monthly household income, age, and gender were collected. 
The instrument was developed in English and subsequently translated mto 
Korean. The Korean version of the instrument was retranslated into English 
individually by two Korean graduate students and by one Korean professor at ISU to 
check the validity of the irutIal translation. The translation was revised after 
dtscussion with translators. 
Subjects snnilar to partIcipants in Korea were sought. Forty Korean students at 
ISU were given a copy of the questionnaire and were invited to partICIpate. 
25 
Of these 40,37 returned questionnaires. Participants were also asked to comment on 
clarity of directions, problems encountered m understanding questions, and 
completion time. Questions and suggestions from participants were incorporated in 
the revised instrument. Several wording and layout aspects of the questionnaire were 
changed to improve comprehensibility. According to pilot~test respondents, survey 
completion time ranged from 20 to 25 minutes, and this fact mstituted their major 
concern. Although few seemmgly redundant attributes were deleted, completion time 
was not reduced significantly. The English version of the cover letter and 
questionnaire are presented in AppendIx B, and the Korean verSIon in AppendIx C. 
Sample and Data Collectlon 
The sample consisted of students enrolled m two-year commumty colleges, 
four-year univerSities, and graduate schools in Seoul, Korea. A convenience 
sampling method was used. This sampling method, however, has limitation of 
representativeness of the target population. Results of the study can not be 
generalized to the entire population. 
Questionnaires were hand delivered and collected by designated coordinators 
in Seoul. A total of 350 questionnaires were distributed, 320 were collected, and 292 
were usable. Response rate was 83.4%. The survey was conducted between January 
8 and January 15, 1992. 
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Data AnalysIs 
Responses from completed questionnaires were coded and analyzed by means 
of the Statistical Package for the SOCIal Sciences (SPSS, Inc., 1989). Descriptive 
statIstics were calculated for all survey items. T -tests were performed to identify 
differences in terms of responses to behavioral Items and restaurant attributes between 
different gender and personal spendmg groups. 
The 20 highest importance mean scores were chosen from 32 summated 
nnportance scores for each type of restaurant for Importance and performance 
mapping. Importance and likelihood mean scores were plotted on coordinated axes. 
The expectancy-value model was used to measure the Korean college students' 
attitudes towards the three types of restaurants. Attitude scores of individual 
respondents were obtained by multiplying the importance by the likelihood score. 
Paired t-tests were performed to assess differences between college students' attitudes 
towards the three types of restaurants. TIrree paired t-tests were conducted: fast food 
versus family style, fast food versus fine dining, and family style versus fine dming 
restaurants. 
Varnnax rotation was used to factor-analyze likelihood responses regardmg 
restaurant attributes. When the factor analysis was conducted, bkehhood data for the 
three types of restaurants were pooled as if commg from three independent 
respondents, to derive a common set of factors for the three types of restaurants. ThIs 
procedure made the comparison of likelihood mean scores for each factor between 
restaurants possible. To determine reliability of the questionnaIre, coefficient alpha 
was calculated for each factor, based on the factor analysis. Paired t-tests were 
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perfonned to identify differences between respondents' perceptions of the three types 
of restaurants; swnmated likelIhood scores were used for each factor. 
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FINDINGS 
The purposes of the study were to Identify Korean college students' patronage 
behaviors and attitudes towards three types of restaurants and to validate the research 
instrument. The findmgs of this study are reported next, under the subheadings 
1. Description of Respondents; 
2. Differences Between the Two Personal Spending and the Two Gender 
Groups; 
3. Importance-perfonnance AnalYSIS Grid; 
4. Paired T-tests of Attitude Mean Scores Between Fast Food and Family 
Style, Family Style and Fme Dining, and Fast Food and Fine Dining 
Restaurants; 
5. Factor Analysis of the Questtonnarre; and 
6. Paired T-tests Between Likelihood Mean Scores for Factors. 
Description of Respondents 
Nine questions were designed to elicit background infonnation about 
respondents. These questions concerned school level, major, marttal and parental 
statuses, household size, fmancial support, monthly personal spending, household 
monthly income, age, and gender. These data are summarized in Table 5 
29 
Table 5. DemographIc characteristics of respondents 
Characteristics Percentase Mean 
Schoollevel 
Undergraduate 88.9 
Graduate 11.1 
Major 
Art & design 8.9 
Business 6.8 
Education 11.6 
Engmeering 19.1 
Home economics 26.6 
Natural sciences 6.5 
Social sciences 5.5 
Other 15 
Marital status 
Married 7.4 
Single 926 
Household size 49 
Financial support 
Family 78.1 
Scholarship 10.1 
Work, and working hours 40.2 105 
Other 3.0 
Monthly personal spending ($1= w76290, January 14, 1992) 
Less than w70,000 12.5 
w70,000 - w99,999 17.5 
wl00,000 - w129,999 205 
w130,000 - w159,999 17.5 
w160,000 - w189,999 138 
w190,000 or more 182 
Household monthly income 
Less than w800,000 8.4 
w800,000 - wl,199,999 24.9 
wl,200,000 - w1,599,999 186 
wl,600,000 - w1,999,999 16.8 
w2,000,000 - w2,399,999 147 
w2,400,000 or more 165 
Age 23 1 
Gender 
Female 476 
Male 524 
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Only 11.1% of respondents were graduate students; the rest (88.9%) were 
undergraduate students. The respondents represented all majors of study Almost all 
(92.6%) were single. The average household had 4.9 members. Most respondents 
(78.1 %) reported receiving financial support from their families. Nearly half (40.2%) 
worked at part-time jobs, and mean number of hours worked per week was 10.5. 
Respondents were evenly distributed among six categories of personal 
spending per month. For the household monthly income, one-fourth were m the 
category w800,000 - wl,199,999 ($1049 - $1573). Only 8.4% reported in the 
category less than w800,000 ($1049), and respondents were evenly dIstnbuted m the 
other four categories of household monthly income. Average age was 23 years, and 
47.6% of respondents were female. 
Table 6 shows frequencies for eatmg out at the three types of restaurants. The 
majority of respondents never had breakfast in any of the three types of restaurants. 
Fast food restaurants were most often visited for snacks and slightly more often for 
lunch than for dinner. 
Family style restaurants were popular, being visited for lunch more than for 
other meals. Nearly one-fourth (24.1 %) of respondents indicated that they VIsited 
family style restaurants more than 12 times a month, and only 3.3% reported that they 
never ate at family style restaurants for lunch. Respondents reported that they visited 
family style restaurants more often than fast food restaurants for every meal but 
snacks. Greater than half of respondents had never viSIted fme dmmg restaurants for 
any meal except dinner. Greater than one-thrrd (34.8%) reported that they ate out at 
fine dining restaurants less frequently than once a month for dinner. Respondents 
also VIsited fine dining restaurants more often for dinner than for lunch. 
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Table 6. Freguenclesa for eating out at the three ty{!es of restaurants 
Less than 1-4 5-8 9-12 12 or more 
Never once times times urnes times 
a month a month a month a month a month 
Fast fQod 
Breakfast 75.0 17.5 67 0.8 0.0 0.0 
Lunch 17.8 23.6 37.1 16.7 33 15 
Dinner 272 28.3 315 10.2 2.4 04 
Snack 11.3 275 404 12.5 49 3.4 
F!lmd~ :it~l~ 
Breakfast 61.1 24.2 91 2.0 1.6 2.0 
Lunch 3.3 164 30.7 16.1 9.5 24.1 
Dinner 2.6 9.9 37.2 24.8 128 128 
Snack 54.0 242 15.8 3.3 0.9 1.9 
Fine dinina; 
Breakfast 97.2 2.4 0.4 0.0 00 0.0 
Lunch 658 233 8.9 1.6 0.0 04 
Dinner 42.6 34.8 18.8 25 1.1 0.4 
Snack 91.8 59 23 0.0 0.0 00 
apercentage of respondents. 
Respondents were asked to mdicate their companions durmg Vlsits to the three 
types of restaurants. As shown in Table 7, the greatest percentages of respondents 
reported that they visited fast food (87.9%) and family style (81.9%) restaurants with 
their fnends. Greater than 30% Vlsited family style restaurants Wlth therr siblmgs or 
parents. Almost half (44.3%) visited fme dinmg restaurants Wlth their parents. 
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Table 7. Companions on visits to the three types of restaurantsa 
Companion Fast food FamIly style Fine dimng 
None 18.4 19.8 10 
Fnends 87.9 81.9 16.1 
Siblings 22.5 321 142 
Parents 6.0 30.7 443 
Spouse 6.7 78 5.7 
Other relatives 5.0 111 11.5 
apercentage of respondents. 
Respondents also mdicated occasions and reasons for vIsits (see Table 8). Fast 
food restaurants were most frequently chosen for appomtments (70.8%). 
Approximately half (52.2%) of respondents visited fast food restaurant as a result of 
shopping expeditions. Family style restaurants were chosen by 51.9% of respondents 
for group meetmgs. Special foods offered was the reason that 40.9% of respondents 
visited family style restaurants Fine dining restaurants were used to celebrate special 
occasIOns by 41.9% of respondents. Greater than one-quarter (25.7%) Visited fine 
dming restaurants for group meetings. 
Table 9 gives the planning time allotted for viSIts to the three types of 
restaurants. The majority of respondents (82.7%) went to fast food restaurants with 
no advance planning. More than half (51.9%) reported that they VIsited family style 
restaurants without advance planing, and 40% planned to visit family style restaurants 
a few hours in advance. In contrast, about 15% of respondents planned to visit fine 
dining restaurants more than 10 days in advance. 
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Table 8. Occasions/reasons for visits to the three types of restaurantsa 
OccasIons/reasons Fast food Family style 
Out shopping 52.2 23.3 
Traveling on vacation 17.5 32.1 
Date/night out 347 372 
Special occasions 24 17.2 
Group meeting 54 51.9 
Just feel like going out 32.0 6.8 
Place of appointment 70.8 64 
Special foods 27.9 409 
Lack of time to cook 202 189 
Lack of desire to cook 135 125 
Treatmg guest 3.0 166 
apercentage of respondents 
Table 9. Timeframe for planning ViSIts to the three types of restaurants a 
Timeframe 
None 
A few hours in advance 
1 to 3 days in advance 
3 to 10 days m advance 
More than 10 days in advance 
apercentage of respondents. 
Fast food 
82.7 
13.4 
35 
04 
00 
FamIly style 
519 
40.0 
7.0 
1 1 
00 
Fine dining 
2.0 
54 
125 
41.9 
25.7 
10.5 
37 
9.8 
0.3 
0.3 
13.9 
Fine dinmg 
7.9 
14.7 
40.0 
22.6 
14.7 
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Respondents were also asked to rate the importance of infonnation sources 
for the three types of restaurants listed in Table 10. For all three types of restaurants, 
family and fnends was a highly rated mfonnation source. Restaurant signs and 
television advertisements were highly rated infonnation sources for fast food 
restaurants. The fonner were also important mfonnatlOn sources about family style 
restaurants. Restaurant signs, magazines, and teleVision were rated more important 
than other sources of infonnation about fine dming restaurants. 
Table 10. Importancea of infonnation sources for the three types of restaurants 
Information source 
TV 
Radio 
Newspaper 
Magazme 
Restaurant pamphlet 
Restaurant sign 
Ads in bus/subway 
Family/fnend 
Fast food 
3.37 
264 
2.54 
2.54 
240 
345 
2.46 
3.41 
Famtly style 
1.88 
1.66 
1.95 
203 
234 
3.33 
2.02 
3.75 
Fine dimng 
265 
2.13 
246 
2.68 
2.44 
283 
218 
3.77 
almportance scale 1 = not important, 3 = moderately important, 5 = very important 
Importance of nutntional items in selection of the type of restaurants IS 
illustrated in Table 11. No nutntlonal item was rated above a mean score of three 
(3.0). Among these nutritional items, low-~pice items were ranked fITst for all three 
restaurant types. 
In terms of monthly spending for eating out, 45.5% of respondents spent 
w30,000 - w69,999 ($40 - $92) monthly for eating out. The other three categones 
had similar respondent distributions. These data are summanzed in Table 12. 
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Table 11. Importancea of nutrittonalltems m selection of restaurant type 
Nutritional item Fast food FamIly style Fine dining 
Low-cholesterol items 256 246 2.69 
Low-calorie items 2.60 2.45 2.72 
Low-spice items 2.74 2.70 2.86 
Caffeine-free beverages 2.56 220 262 
almportance scale' 1 = not important, 3 = moderately important, 5 = very important. 
Table 12. Monthly spending for eatmg out 
Spendmg 
Less than w30,000 ($1 = w762.90) 
w30,000 - w49,999 
w50,000 - w69,999 
w70,000 - w89,999 
w90,000 or more 
Percentage of respondents 
16.9 
214 
241 
18.6 
19.0 
Table 13. Monthly spendIng for eating out at the three types of restaurants a 
Spending Fast food Family style Fine dining 
Less than w20,000 61.4 25.0 54.8 
w20,000 - w29,999 214 22.3 16.6 
w30,000 - w39,999 88 229 10.1 
w40,000 - w49,999 2.8 110 5.1 
w50,000 or more 5.6 18.8 13.4 
apercentage of respondents. 
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In Table 13, percentages in the category of monthly spending for eating out at 
the three types of restaurants are listed. The majority of respondents (82.8%) spent 
less than w30,000 ($40) monthly at fast food restaurants. And they spent more 
money at family style than at fast food restaurants. 
Differences Between the Two Personal Spending and the Two Gender Groups 
T -tests were used to identify response differences in terms of behavioral items 
and restaurant attributes between the two personal spending groups, personal 
spending less than w130,000 ($170) and that equal to or greater than wI30,000, and 
the two gender groups. 
As can be seen in Table 14, mean frequencies for eating out for breakfast, 
dinner, and snack at fast food; dmner at family style; and lunch and dinner at fine 
dining restaurants show sIgnIficant dIfferences WIthin the two personal spending 
groups. Respondents who spent equal to or greater than w130,000 each month had 
higher mean scores than did the other group. 
There are significant differences (p<.005) in tenns of mean scores for total 
monthly spending on eating out and total monthly spendmg on eating out at the three 
types of restaurants between the two personal spendmg groups. Not surprisingly, the 
group with equal to or greater than wl30,OOO personal spending per month had higher 
mean scores than did the group with less than w130,OOO. 
When the two personal spending groups were compared in relatIOn to the 
importance scores of restaurant attributes, significant differences were found for 
delivery service, wide menu variety, famous menu items, and attractive presentation 
at fast food restaurants; and for convenient parkIng facilitIes at fast food and at fine 
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dining restaurants. The group with equal to or greater than w130,000 personal 
spending had higher importance mean scores than did the other group. There were no 
significant differences between the two spending groups in terms of low price, wide 
price range, or discounts/coupons/incentives at any of the three types of restaurants. 
T -tests were also used to detenrune whether responses regarding behavioral 
items or restaurant attributes were significantly affected by gender. Mean scores, 
respondent numbers, standard deviations, and t-values are listed in Table 15. 
Frequency mean scores for eating out were compared after t-tests found SIgnificant 
differences (p<.005) for lunch, dinner, and snack at fast food and for breakfast at 
family style restaurants. Males had higher frequency mean scores for eating out at 
fast food restaurants than did females for lunch, dinner, and snack, who had higher 
frequency mean scores for eating out at fatnlly style restaurants for breakfast. 
The importance mean scores for nutritional items among males were 
significantly higher than those for females in terms of low-cholesterol and 
low-calorie items at all three types of restaurants (p< .005), caffeine-free beverages at 
family style and fme dinmg restaurants (p<.005), and low-spice items at family style 
restaurants (p<.01). 
In that males had significantly higher frequency mean scores for eating out at 
fast food restaurants than females did, mean monthly spending on eating out at fast 
food restaurants was significantly higher (p<.05) among males. 
T -tests indicated significant differences between the two gender groups in 
terms of the importance mean score for nonsmoking areas m the three types of 
restaurants, with the male group means higher for all three types of restaurants: fast 
food (p<.005); family style (p<.OI); and fme dining (p<.05). 
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The importance mean scores among males were slgruficantly higher than those 
for females in tenns of private meeting rooms and discounts/coupons/incentlves at 
fast food restaurants (p<.05). And females had significantly higher importance mean 
scores than did males for fast service at fast food restaurants (p<.05). 
I 
T -tests also revealed significant differences between the gender groups' 
importance mean scores for all four items m the category of promotlon for family 
style restaurants, with the male group's mean higher than the female's. Female 
respondents had significantly higher scores (p< .005 - p< .05) than dId males in terms 
of the importance of famous menu items, good taste, low pnce, wide price range, and 
large portions at family style restaurants. Males had higher lffiportance mean scores 
for take-out service, convenient parking facilities (p<.OS), and favored background 
music (p<.005) than did females at family style restaurants. Males had a higher 
importance mean score for large portions at fme dinmg restaurants than did females. 
Likelihood mean scores for several attributes showed slgnificant differences 
between the two groups. The mean scores for females were higher than those for 
males, for all attributes eliCIting significant dIfferences. 
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Importance-perfonnance Analysis Grid 
Table 16 shows importance and perfonnance mean scores for 32 restaurant 
attributes of the three restaurant types. The 20 most important attributes for each type 
were chosen from among these 32 attnbutes, to facilitate constructIOn of an 
nnportance-perfonnance analysIs grid. Importance-perfonnance analysIs grids for 
fast food, family style, and fine dining restaurants are presented in Figures 2, 3 and 4, 
respectively. Four cells were deCIded using the medium of importance and lIkelihood 
mean scores as axes according to the highest and the lowest mean scores for both 
importance and likelihood for each respectIve restaurant type. As a consequence, 
each restaurant has different anchor numbers for its four quadrants. 
In Figure 2, two attributes from the 20 most important attnbutes related to fast 
food restaurants fell into quadrant I--freshness (6) and friendly service (7), indIcating 
high nnportance and low likelihood. EIght attributes--clean utensils (1), good taste 
(2), clean dining area (3), clean restrooms (4), neat employee appearance (5), 
convenient locatIon (8), fast service (9), and WIde menu variety (IO)--were located in 
quadrant II, indicating great importance and likelihood. Nine attributes fell into 
quadrant III, indicating little importance and likelihood. These attributes were low 
price (11), uncongested dming area (12), ability to stay after meal (13), WIde price 
range (14), nonsmoking area (15), mnovative menu items (16), quiet dining area (17), 
private meeting rooms (19), and favored background music (20) Take-out service 
(18) received high likelihood mean score, but was rated of little nnportance, as 
indicated by the attribute's appearance in quadrant IV. This attribute had very high 
likelihood mean score compared with the scores of other attributes; thus, it affected 
the mtddle position of likelihood axis. 
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As shown in Figure 3, five attributes offamily style restaurants-clean utensils 
(2), clean dining area (3), clean restrooms (4), neat employee appearance (6), and 
friendly service (7)--were located in quadrant I of the importance-performance 
analysis grid and thus were important to respondents although restaurant performance 
levels were low. In quadrant II, good taste (1) and freshness (5) attributes appeared. 
Seven attributes fell into quadrant III--fast service (10), uncongested dirung area (II), 
low price (12), wide price range (14), qUIet dming area (17), nonsmoking area (I 8), 
and innovative menu items (19). Respondents rated as of high likelihood and low 
unportance on wide menu vanety (8), convenient locatlOn (9), famous menu items 
(13), attractive presentation (15), private meeting rooms (16), and large portIons (20). 
Figure 4 shows an importance-performance analysis grid for fme dirung 
restaurants. Freshness (6) is located in quadrant I, mdicating high importance and low 
performance. Ten attributes--clean dming area (I), clean utensils (2), clean restrooms 
(3), neat employee appearance (4), good taste (5), attractIve interior (7), friendly 
service (8), quiet dining area (9), uncongested dining area (10), and favored 
background music (I I) fell into quadrant II, indicating hIgh importance and high 
performance. 
Five attributes fell into quadrant III, mdicating low priority and low 
performance. These attributes were convenient parking facilities (12), innovative 
menu items (IS), nonsmokIng area (17), private meeting rooms (19), and convenient 
location (20). The three attributes with low importance and hIgh likelihood were 
attractive presentation (13), WIde menu variety (14), and famous menu items (16). 
Figure 5 shows a composite picture of the relative positions of attributes on the 
importance-performance analysis gnd for all three types of restaurants. 
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Table 16. Mean scores of IDlE ortanc e and likelihood scales for 32 attnbutes 
Importanc&1 Likelihoodb 
Fast Family Fine Fast Family FIne 
food style dining Attributes food style dIning 
SERVICE 
4.30 3.96 398 Fast service 3.24 242 3.35 
4.43 4.27 4.57 Friendly service 2.89 2.33 3.83 
3.31 3.35 2.92 Delivery service 2.74 2.54 2.56 
3.78 292 2.98 Take-out service 3.75 2.24 281 
MENU 
4.28 4.03 4.32 Wide menu variety '3.01 280 3.81 
3.93 360 4.30 Innovative menu Items 2.54 2.19 3.41 
3.38 3.89 4.30 Famous menu items 2.81 3.05 3.82 
3.65 3.36 4.17 Clear menu descnption 2.44 2.30 2.69 
FOOD QUALITIES 
461 458 4.63 Good taste 3.11 323 3.78 
4.44 4.38 4.61 Freshness 2.89 2.65 367 
3.58 3.79 4.38 AttractIve presentation 309 2.69 4.00 
ATMOSPHERE 
375 357 4.59 Attractive interior 2.90 2.34 415 
4.04 3.93 4.55 Un congested dInIng area 2.74 2.40 404 
3.80 3.75 4.57 Quiet dinIng area 2.10 2.08 3.93 
3.74 3.27 4.52 Favored background music 234 1.98 400 
PRICE 
4.10 3.89 344 Low price 2.12 2.30 1.77 
3.97 3.87 391 Wide price range 2.44 2.36 2.22 
a 1 = not Important, 3 = moderately important; 5 = very important 
bi = not likely; 3 = moderately hkely; 5 = very likely 
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Table 16. Continued. 
Importance LikelIhood 
Fast Family Fine Fast Family Fine 
food style dming Attributes food style dming 
HYGIENE 
4.48 4.31 463 Neat employee appearance 3.30 234 4.10 
4.56 4.45 4.71 Clean dining area 326 2.27 409 
4.51 440 4.68 Clean restrooms 311 2.09 4.07 
4.64 4.50 4.69 Clean utensils 3.20 239 398 
FACILITIES 
3.93 366 4.20 Nonsmoking area 287 214 3.43 
3.47 3.54 439 Convenient parkmg facilIties 207 2.16 363 
3.78 3.77 417 Pnvate meeting rooms 2.60 2.65 366 
2.61 2.64 3.05 Availability of entertainment 1.81 1.89 249 
PROMOTION 
3.39 2.77 3.40 Attractive ads 3.21 2.12 326 
3.55 2.97 3.66 Attractive exterior design 3.35 214 356 
3.04 248 3.23 Discounts/coupons/incentives 2.71 1.76 2.88 
2.77 237 3.33 Promotional programs 2.75 1.71 3.26 
OTHER 
330 3.58 3.32 Large portions 2.25 2.66 2.60 
400 351 4.08 Ability to stay after meal 2.72 2.43 3.31 
4.38 3.96 4.14 Convenient locatIon 3.34 2.85 3.25 
1 
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4.56 Clean dining area 3.26 
4.51 Clean restrooms 3.11 
4.48 Neat employee appearance 3.30 
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4.38 Convenient location 3.34 
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Figure 2. Importance-performance analysis for fast food restaurants 
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Figure 3. Importance-perfonnance analysis for family style restaurants 
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Figure 4. Importance-perfonnance analysis for fme dining restaurants 
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Paired T -tests of AttItude Mean Scores Between Fast Food and Famtly Style, 
Family Style and Fine Dining, and Fast Food and Fme Dining Restawants 
Table 17 compares Korean college students' attItude mean scores for the three 
types of restawants. Attitude scores were calculated according to the expectancy-
value model, by multiplying the Importance score by the likelihood score of each 
attribute, and by summing these products of all attnbutes. To assess dIfferences 
among respondent attitudes towards the three types of restaurants, parred t-tests were 
performed between fast food and family style, fast food and fme dining, and family 
style and fine dining restaurants. Respondents had significantly more positive 
attitudes towards fast food and fine dining restaurants than towards family style 
restaurants. Parred t-tests also showed slgmficant dIfferences between attitude mean 
scores for fast food and for fme dining restaurants. Fine dimng restaurants elicited 
higher attitude mean score than dtd fast food restaurants. 
Table 17. Comparison of respondents' attitude mean scores for the three types of 
restaurants 
(DIfference) 
Variable n Mean SD Mean SD t-value 
Fast food 284 1130 3.13 2.04 287 12.01*** 
Family style 926 3.16 
Family style 241 9.37 3.29 -5.50 3.93 -2167*** 
Fine dining 14.88 375 
Fast food 240 1142 3.06 -351 344 -1583*** 
Fine dining 14.93 3.67 
***p < .OOS. 
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Factor Analysis of the Questionnarre 
The factor analysIs resulted in six factors with eigenvalues greater than one 
(1.0). A seventh factor was also used because its eigenvalue was qUlte close to one 
(1.0). Data are presented in Table 18. The fmdings of Dingman, MIller, and Eyman 
(1964) suggested that overfactoring by one or two factors has less severe 
consequences for the ultimate solutlon than does underfactormg. The seven factors 
identlfied in this study- explained 66.3% of total variance. The first factor accounted 
for 37.2% of total variance; the second, third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh factors 
accounted respectively for 7.4%,6.4%,5.2%,3.8%,3.3%, and 3.1% of total variance. 
Attributes Wlth loadings of at least .50 on one factor and smaller loadings on all other 
factors were retained for mterpretation of factors and retentlon of Items for summated 
scales to represent instrumentalIty. 
Table 18. Eigenvalues and percentages of factor variance 
Factor 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
Eigenvalue 
11.89 
2.36 
2.04 
1.65 
122 
105 
099 
Percentage 
variance 
372 
7.4 
6.4 
5.2 
38 
3.3 
3.1 
Cumulative 
percentage 
37.2 
44.5 
50.9 
561 
59,9 
632 
66.3 
Variables were subsequently redefined on the basis of the factor analysis. The 
new variables, presented in Table 19, were named and defined as follows: Factor 1 
showed high positive loadings on three attributes: fast service (attribute 1), delivery 
service (3), and take-out service (4) The factor was thus interpreted as "service." 
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Factor 2 showed high positive loadmgs on wide menu variety (5), mnovative menu 
items (6), famous menu items (7), good taste (9), freshness (IO), and attractive 
presentation (11). These items, originally belonging to "menu" and "food qualities" 
sections, were combined under "tangible product." Factor 3, with positive loadings 
on low price (16) and wide pnce range(17), was interpreted as "price." Factor 4 
showed positive loadings on fnendly service (2), attracttve interior (12), uncongested 
dining area (13), qUIet dining area (14), favored background mUSIC (15), neat 
employee appearance (18), clean dinIng area (19), clean restrooms (20), clean utensils 
(21), and nonsmoking area (22) Factor 4 was thus renamed "ambiance." Factor 5 
showed positive loadings on convenient parking facilities (23), private meeting rooms 
(24), and availability of entertainment (25). This factor was interpreted as "facIlities." 
Factor 6 showed positive loadings on attractive ads (26), attractive exterior design 
(27), discounts/coupons/incentives (28), and promotional programs (29), and this 
factor was interpreted as "promotion." Ability to stay after the meal (31) and 
convenient locatton (32) had positIve loadmgs in factor 7, and the factor was renamed 
If convenience. " 
The remaining Items, which exhibited either low factor loadings on all factors 
or high loadings on more than one factor, were deleted. Such items were clear menu 
description (8) and large portIons (30). 
The reliability of each of the new sectIons was assessed by coefficient alpha, a 
measure ofmtemal consistency. Results of the analysis are shown in Table 20. 
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Table 19. Results of factor anali:sis of likelihood scores 
Revised sections and factor loadings 
Aprion Tangtbl 
secttons Noa ServIce eproduct Price AmbIance FacIlItIes PromotIon Converuence 
Service 1 .580 
2 .563 
3 .782 
4 .760 
Menu 5 .635 
6 .520 
7 .678 
8 
Food 9 .725 
qualities 10 .613 
11 .570 
Atmosphere 12 .712 
13 676 
14 .742 
15 .755 
Price 16 .839 
17 .787 
Hygiene 18 .762 
19 .793 
20 806 
21 748 
Facilities 22 .547 
23 .586 
24 .597 
25 .674 
Promotion 26 805 
27 767 
28 .761 
29 .708 
Other 30 
31 565 
32 687 
aAttribute number. See Appendix D for correspondmg attributes. 
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Table 20. Reliability coefficients of measures {n = 452} 
Alpha for Alpha If 
Revised Attributes revised attribute 
sections sections deleted 
Service Fast service 674 658 
Delivery service 564 
Take-out service .489 
Tangible product Menu variety 848 821 
Innovative menu Item 818 
Famous menu Items 839 
Good taste 831 
Freshness .809 
AttractIve presentation .817 
Price Low price .681 
Wide price range 
Ambiance Friendly servIce .946 944 
Attractive interior 939 
Uncongested dimng area .940 
Quiet dining area .939 
Favored background musIc .940 
Neat employee appearance .939 
Clean dining area 938 
Clean restrooms .937 
Clean utensils .940 
Nonsmoking area .947 
Facilities Convenient parking facilities .735 585 
Private meeting rooms .629 
AvailabIlity of entertainment .717 
Promotion Attractive ads .873 .826 
AttractIve exterior design .840 
Discounts/coupons/incentives .832 
PromotIonal programs .855 
Convenience Abllity to stay after meal .637 
Convenient location 
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Parred T -tests Between Likelihood Mean Scores for Factors 
Based on factor analysis, likelihood mean scores on seven factors were 
compared by means of paired t-tests. Parred t-tests were conducted for each factor 
between likelihood scores offast food and family style, family style and fine dIning, 
and fast food and fine dirung restaurants. A total of 21 paired t-tests were conducted 
Parred t-tests indicated significant differences (p<.005) between the likelihood mean 
scores of five factors for fast food and family style restaurants. The difference in 
likelihood mean score for the promotion factor was the most sigruficant, followed by 
service, ambiance, convenience, and tangible product factors. Fast food restaurants 
had higher likelihood mean scores than dId family style restaurants. The price and the 
facilities factors showed that family style restaurants had higher likelihood mean 
scores than did fast food restaurants; parred t-tests between the two group means 
revealed no significant differences, however. 
Only the price factor for family style restaurants had a significantly 
(p <.005) higher likelihood mean score than dId that for fine dining restaurants. 
Remaining six factors, fine dining restaurants had sigmficantly (p <.005) hIgher 
likelihood mean scores than did those for family style restaurants. The ambiance 
factor elicited the greatest difference in terms of mean score between the two 
restaurants, followed by promotIon, faCilitIes, tangible product, converuence, and 
servIce. 
Except m service and price factors, fine dining restaurants showed lugher 
likelihood mean scores than did fast food restaurants. There were significant 
differences for ambiance, facilities, tangible product, convenience (p< .005) and 
promotion (p< .01), from most to least. Fast food restaurants had significantly 
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(p< .005) higher likelihood mean scores for service and price foctors than dId fme 
dining restaurants. 
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purposes of the study were to identify Korean college students' patronage 
behaviors and attitudes towards three types of restaurants and to validate the research 
instrument. There are, in fact, important implications of (I) the behaviors of 
respondents, (2) the differences between two personal spending groups and two 
gender groups, (3) the attributes that respondents considered important in choosing a 
restaurant and how likely it was that restaurants provided these attributes, (4) Korean 
college students' attitudes towards the three types of restaurants, (5) reliability of the 
research instrument, and (6) differences in Korean college students' perceptions of the 
three types of restaurants' perfonnance respecting factors, based on factor analysis. 
Managerial implications for marketers are also presented. 
Greater than three-fourths of respondents reported that they were supported 
financially by their famihes; 40% also held part-time jobs. As shown in Table 5, 70% 
had monthly personal spending equal to or greater than wI 00,000 ($ 131). From a 
marketing standpoint, then, college students' buying power should not be neglected. 
But data mdicated that Korean college students' demand for breakfast was quite weak. 
Traditionally, breakfast was the most important meal in Korea because Koreans 
considered it the basic energy source for the day. But this idea has changed because 
of a modem busy lifestyle. Thus, many Korean college students skip breakfast. 
Notwithstandmg, they still belteve that they should eat breakfast at home if they can, 
and breakfast promotion may be ineffectIve for that target group. 
Respondents visited fast food restaurants for snacks most often, and Western 
foods may not yet be popular for regular meals. Fast food restaurants may need to 
65 
develop new menu items combining Western and Korean style foods so as to meet 
Korean customers' needs and tastes for regular meals. 
As expected, friends were the most important companions visitmg fast food 
and family style restaurants with respondents. Fast food restaurants were rarely . 
visited by respondents with their families, perhaps because the older generation has 
not adapted to Western tastes. Additionally, the atmosphere of most fast food 
restaurants may be too casual for older people. But both special events or programs 
that can be participated in by whole families and discounts/coupons/incentives could 
be used to attract famtly groups to fast food restaurants. Parent's day, children's day, 
Christmas, graduation, and back-to-school day could be part of an establishment's 
special events calendar. Sales items such as flowers for Parents' day, candies or toys 
for children's day, and stationary for graduation and back-to-school day are examples 
of promotions. Discounts or free-item coupons for senior CItizens and for children 
could also be used to attract customers WIth parents, grandparents, or chIldren. 
As shown m Figure 2, the locations of fast food restaurants were perceived as 
convenient, which could be one of the reasons that these restaurants were considered 
appropriate for appointments. The majority of respondents also visited fast food 
restaurants when they were out shopping, traveling on vacation, going on a 
datelhaving a night out, or simply in the mood to go out. In short, convenience, 
specifically easy access and rapid service, IS the most important reason that customers 
visit fast food restaurants. 
Figure 2 also mdicates that the generally excellent hygiene of fast food 
restaurants IS a great attraction. As customers become accustomed to improved 
qUalIty, they demand more. Restaurants striving merely to maintain the status quo 
will fall behind both consumer expectatIons and the competitIOn (McNutt, 1988). 
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Maintaining or even improving the cleanliness and the friendly service of fast food 
restaurants is key to retainIng loyal customers and attracting new ones. 
The majority of respondents made no advance plans, or planned only a few 
hours In advance, when decidmg to eat out at a fast food or a family style restaurant, 
perhaps because eating out was an aspect of daily decision-makmg and because prices 
at both fast food and family style restaurants were relatively low. It seemed that 
respondents needed to employ no delIberate decision-making process in this regard. 
When the importance of information source was conSidered, attractive restaurant 
signs for fast food and for family style restaurants could be effective ways ofhelpmg 
Korean college students deCIde where to eat. 
Family style restaurants received low scores for every items in the category 
importance of information sources, except for the Items restaurant SIgnS and 
family/friends. Actually, few family style restaurants in Korea advertise in the mass 
media. Fast food and fme dinmg restaurants received slightly hIgher scores than did 
family style restaurants m terms of using mass media as an mfonnation source. 
TeleviSIon advertising by fast food and fine dIning restaurants and magazine 
advertising by fine dining restaurants were effectlvely used. 
Television advertisements during programs preferred by young consmners will 
be especially effective because they indicate not only the restaurant's primary message 
but also the imphed support of such programs. Customers expect great quality from 
fine dinmg restaurants. Fancy, elegant deSIgns emphasIzing the hIgh quality of such 
restaurants and appearmg in promment youth-oriented magazines should be effective 
Respondents were dissatisfied With the perfonnances of famtly style 
restaurants in terms of every attribute included in the hYgtene and the friendly service 
factors. A great deal of attentIon must be paid to cleanlmess m family style 
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restaurants. Uniform design has great effect on employee appearance. Fabrics used 
should be easy to clean and difficult to wrinkle. Tables and chairs should be kept in 
repair, and, again, easy-to-clean materials should be chosen. Utensils and restrooms 
should be as clean as possible. Operators must explain the need for sanitary habits, 
state clearly what IS expected of employees, and provide both necessary traimng and 
convenient facilities. 
Fnendly service is another Important issue in the hospitality industry. Family 
style restaurant operators should hire good-natured people demonstrating behaVIoral 
flexibilIty, empathy, and strong interpersonal skIlls. Such qualities can be built and 
should be reinforced continually by training (Mill, 1986). 
Only good taste and freshness are located in quadrant II, indicatmg high levels 
of importance and hkelihood, for family style restaurants. Good taste received the 
highest importance and likelihood scores Although respondents were dissatisfied 
with the performance of family style restaurants except m the area of good taste and 
freshness, these restaurants were most preferred by respondent, for their regular 
meals. Thus, either good taste and freshness are the chief critena involved in 
choosing restaurants for regular meals, or the prediction power of the expectancy-
value model may have limitations in the Korean restaurant industry. 
Data in Table 8 indicate that 40.9% of respondents visited family style 
restaurants because of specIal foods. For that reason, famous menu items offered by 
restaurants were expected to receive high Importance and likebhood scores for family 
style restaurants. Yet respondents, although pleased with family style restaurant 
performance in terms of therr offenng famous menu items, perceIved this feature as of 
no particular importance. Therefore, special foods may mean good tasting foods and 
may not necessarily indicate famous foods for respondents 
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Private meeting rooms were also expected to be related to group meetIngs, 
which were important reasons for visiting family style restaurants. However, 
respondents did not feel that private meeting rooms were Important. Nonetheless, 
advertising such features may gain the attennon of customers. A dISCOunt for groups 
may boost the number of groups visiting family style restaurants. 
It is assumed that, because of econonnc considerations, respondents visited 
fine dining restaurants most often WIth parents. Being accompanied by parents can 
also be related to the celebration of speCIal occaSIOns, whtch was the main reason for 
visiting fme dinmg restaurants. BIrthdays, anniversaries, and graduations are 
examples of popular occasions celebrated with parents Fine dining operations can 
offer special occasion clubs whose members, having regIstered in advance, receive 
recognition on special days. Free dessert and birthday cake could serve as 
inducements, as could discounts on meals purchased, to celebrate the event at the 
restaurants. Also profitable could be live entertainment and audience participanon in 
live entertainment, such as sing-alongs, on important occasions. These and similar 
promotIons may make customers feel special. The celebrating of special occasions 
may be one reason for the relatively long planning process involved m eatIng out at 
fine dining restaurants, but high pnces may be another reason. 
Fine dining restaurants were judged as doing an acceptable job of providmg 
friendly service, cleanlmess, pleasant atmosphere, and good taste. Moreover, 
respondents attached great Importance to these attributes. Cleanliness and atmosphere 
were major factors in decisions regarding where to seek fme dining. Thus, 
developing the Image of the fine dining restaurants is critIcal. The image of such 
establishments should convey a sense of warmth, excellent management, comfort, 
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and, in some cases, lUXury. Most importantly, a unique nnage can make a strong 
impression. 
As shown in Table 10, family and friends were the chief sources of 
information for all three types of restaurants. Thus, although difficult to establish, 
word-of-mouth is one of the most effective advertising tools. Buildmg and 
mamtaining a fme reputation and developing an unage and delivering products and 
services supporting this image is the only way m which to establIsh favorable 
customer word-of-mouth (Lefever, 1989). 
Data indicated that respondents were unmterested in nutritionalttems when 
selecting a restaurant from any of the three types. This fmding is interesting in light 
of much US. research (Carlson, 1986; Carlson and Tabaccht, 1986; Granzm and 
Bahn, 1988; McNutt, 1988) showing more consumer interest in health-oriented foods 
than ever before. It may be because respondents in the current study were young, 
they had not yet considered health issues seriously. Among nutritional items, 
however, low-spice items ranked frrst for all three restaurant types. A major 
characteristtc of Korean food is strong spIce, and Koreans usually enjoy spicy foods. 
Spicy foods are therefore emerging as an issue of which Koreans are becoming 
mcreasingly conscious. Still, the lOw-spIce item score was rather low, and taste still 
seems to have the priority. 
The eattng trend emphasizmg health-oriented food is, regardless of current 
hablts, worthy of consideratton by restaurateurs. ProVlsion of nutritional mfonnatton 
may increase customer mterest m nutrition. It may also reflect a posittve image of the 
product. The presentation of nutritlOnal infonnation must be slIDple, clear, and easily 
understood. It may start with mfonnation about calories, cholesterol, protein, salt, 
and fat, which are generally the most important and easIly understood items (Carlson 
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and Tabacchi, 1986). Counter cards descnbing the ingredients of a menu item may 
also be effective. 
Another way of boosting customer interest in nutrition is that of giving them a 
choice by offering a limited number of nutntionally designed menu items. Such 
menu items cannot sacrifice taste, however. Effective nutntional promotions not only 
suggest that restaurants care about consumer needs but also help restaurants mamtain 
a competitive edge (Carlson, 1986). 
Respondents spent less money at fast food restaurants than at fannly style 
restaurants, perhaps not only because they visited fast food restaurants less frequently 
than family style restaurants, but also because they visited fast food restaurants 
primarily for snacks. Indeed, the price level at fast food restaurants was lower than 
that at family style restaurants. 
T -tests were used to determine whether vanables were significantly affected by 
personal spending group. As expected, the group with more personal spending ate out 
more frequently than did the group with less personal spending. The former group 
also spent more eatmg out at all three types of restaurants. 
The group with greater personal spending reported that convenient parlong 
facilities at the three types of restaurants was more important than did the other group. 
This difference could be explained by the increasing number of car owners in Korea, 
where is difficult to fmd parking spaces for customers, especially in Seoul. Although 
restaurants may not have their own parking facilities, they can offer parking to 
customers by sharmg parking spaces with other firms or by offering parking stamps 
for public parking lots. 
It was expected that personal spending level would influence importance mean 
scores for low price, wide price range, and discounts!coupons! mcentives. But t-tests 
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indicated no significant differences between means. Moreover, all three restaurants 
types performed poorly m tenns of these attributes. Pnce was no attraction for 
respondents, and so it was assumed that the greatest attraction was the perceIved 
value of the dinmg experience at a given price level. The group with greater personal 
spending gave higher ratings to the importance of delivery service, wide menu 
variety, famous menu Items, and attractive presentation at fast food restaurants. The 
value emphasizmg consumer trend seemed to have been part of respondents' paying 
attentIon to the value of food and servtce when selecting from among restaurants of 
all three types. Increasing disposable mcome and dining-out experience raises the 
expectations of value and of food quality and service. 
There were significant differences m tenns of both behavioral items and 
attributes between male and female groups. The former had signtficantly higher mean 
scores for frequency of eating out at fast food restaurants, but the latter had higher 
likelihood mean scores for attrIbutes in which there were significant dtfferences 
between two groups. That males ate out more frequently may have led to their having 
higher expectation of restaurants than did females. 
Males were more conscious than females about nutritional Items, and further 
research is needed to determine why. When visiting family style restaurants, females 
considered price more carefully than males dtd, and males considered promotional 
programs more carefully than females did. Menu items with low and wide range of 
prices may encourage females to visit family style restaurants. Various promotional 
programs such as special events, theme days, and incentives such as free samples, 
coupons, attractive restaurant exterior designs, and advertisements should be effective 
means of gaining male customers' attention to family style restaurants. 
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It was expected that females would consider the presence of a nonsmoking area 
more important than males dtd; results contradicted this assumption. Perhaps because 
of the large smoking population of Korean males, they were more aware of smoking 
problems. 
Respondents had the most positive attitudes towards fme dining restaurants, 
followed by fast food, and family style restaurants. Data from the importance-
performance analYSIS made this understandable because respondents expected and 
were satisfied with the fine performances at fine dining restaurants. Fast food 
restaurants performed well on every attrIbute that was considered important by 
respondents in selecting restaurants. Family style restaurants, however, performed 
poorly on all attributes except good taste and freshness, whtch were rated of great 
importance. Thus, low attitude scores towards family style restaurants are implied. 
The factor-analysis data of the questtonnaire offered strong support for the 
preVIOusly specified explanatory secttons-servIce, price, facilities, and promotion. 
These four sections were retained as speCIfied, except for the elimination, because of 
low factor loadings, of friendly servIce from the service section and of nonsmoking 
area from the facilities section. 
Respondents perceived attrIbutes similarly in the sections atmosphere and 
hygiene. Cleanliness of employees, dinmg area, restrooms, and utensils were 
perceived as part of the restaurant environment. Thus, two sections with the addition 
of friendly service and nonsmoking area, were combmed, and a new factor--
ambiance--was created. Respondents conSIdered employee fnendlmess a part of 
restaurant ambIance, not a part of service. Other attributes in the service sectton, such 
as fast service, delivery service, and take-out service could be optional; friendly 
service, however, should be offered because it IS an essenttal part of the restaurant 
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itself. Designated nonsmoking areas also create a clean and fresh atmosphere. 
Attributes in the ambiance factor could be major mgredients establishing customers' 
first impressions of establishments. 
The tangible product factor was created by the combmation of menu and food 
qualitIes sections and by the elimination of the clear menu description from the menu 
section. The attributes in menu and food qualIties sections are all characteristics and 
conditions of tangible products, i.e., food, offered by restaurants. 
. Ability to stay after the meal and convenient location m the other section were 
highly correlated, and a new factor named "convenience" was created. Clear menu 
description from the menu section and large portions from the other section were 
deleted from the list of 32 attributes. Perhaps respondents, in selecting restaurants, 
considered these two attributes unimportant. 
The internal consistencies of all variables in the revised sections were analyzed 
by calculation of alpha coefficients. Reliability coeffiCIents (Table 20) ranged from 
.637 to .946, and variables falling between these pomts were considered appropriate 
for further analysis. Thus, if any Item is deleted from the revised section, the deletion 
will decrease the coefficient alpha. 
Table 21 shows different positions of the three types of restaurants, based on 
seven factors. Both fast food and family style restaurants were popular among young 
consumers. Fast food restaurants, however, had preferable pOSItions on five factors, 
viz., promotion, service, ambiance, converuence, and tangible product. Family style 
restaurants were rated highly on only price and facilities, but differences between 
means were not significant. Fast food restaurants should keep up the good work to 
maintain or improve their current position relative to that of family style restaurants. 
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Even though respondents' likelihood scores for family style restaurants in tenns 
of these five factors were lower than those for fast food restaurants', family style 
restaurants were viSIted by respondents more often for every meal except snacks. 
Perhaps the majority of Korean college students prefered Korean foods to Western-
style foods. Yet the number of young Koreans who like Western foods is increasmg. 
Without improvements in quality of food and service, family style restaurants may 
lose Its market share in the youth market. 
Because fine dining restaurants are at a different level of price compared with 
fast food and family style restaurants, companson with these two types of restaurants 
are not necessarily fruitful. Low price and wide price range, however, could be ways 
of attracting young consumers to fine dining establishments, because the price factor 
for such establIshments had lower mean scores than did that for the other two 
restaurants. Various forms of promotion could be used to expose college students to 
the fine dinIng segment of the restaurant industry. 
Based on a review of the questionnarre, the methodology, and the results of 
this study, a number of recommendations are made for future researchers: 
1. reduce the number of questionnaire items, to shorten the length of the 
survey; 
2. conduct a survey With group samples of different ages, to compare 
both attitudes towards restaurants and patronage behavIOrs; 
3. perform a discriminant analysts to identify the attributes distinguishing 
one restaurant from another; 
4. replicate the study with the revised questionnaire, for further validation of 
the instrument; and 
7S 
4. replicate the study with the revised questionnaire, for further validation of 
the instrument; and 
5. conduct a survey using the attribute section of the questionnaire, to 
collect infomation on importance of attributes under different 
circumstances, e.g., snack, breakfast, lunch, dmner, shopping, 
traveling, and date/night out. 
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SUMMARY 
The purposes of this study were to identify Korean college students' patronage 
behaviors regarding and attitudes towards fast food, family style, and fme dirung 
restaurants and to validate the research instrument. The specific objectives of tins 
study were 
1. to identify restaurant patronage behaviors of Korean college students; 
2. to develop a research instrument measuring attitudes of Korean college 
students towards fast food, famlly style, and fme dining restaurants; 
3. to identify response differences in terms of both behavioral items and 
restaurant attribute items between the two personal spending groups and 
the two gender groups; 
4. to identify the importance of the three types of restaurant attributes and 
the restaurant performances in terms of those attributes, as perceived by 
respondents; 
5. to determine Korean college students' attitudes towards the three types of 
restaurants; 
6. to validate the self-developed research instrument measuring attitudes of 
Korean college students towards the three types of restaurants; 
7. to Identify differences m Korean college students' perceptions of the three 
types of restaurants' performances, m terms of factors identified by factor 
analysis; and 
8. to provide recommendations on marketing strategies for the three types of 
restaurants in Korea. 
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The researcher developed 20 quesnons, including behavioral items, restaurant 
attribute items, and demographic items. These items were compiled from a review of 
literature and were based upon exploratory interviews with Korean students at Iowa 
State University (ISU). The questionnaire was reviewed by three ISU faculty 
members to ensure content validity. The instrument was developed m EnglIsh and 
translated into Korean. 
Thirty-seven Korean students at ISU particIpated in a pilot test and made 
suggestions for improving the comprehensibility of the questionnaire before subjects 
were selected by means of a convenient samplmg method. Questionnaires were hand 
delivered to 350 college students in Seoul, Korea, by designated coordinators. A total 
of292 questionnaires were usable, resulting in an 83.4% response rate. The survey 
was conducted between January 8 and January 15, 1992. 
Data were analyzed using the StatIstical Package for the SOCIal Sciences 
(SPSS, Inc., 1989). Descriptive statistics were calculated for all survey items, and 
t-tests were perfonned to identify differences in tenns of attitudes towards the three 
restaurant types between the two genders and the two personal spendmg groups 
Importance-performance analysis grids for the three types of restaurants were 
constructed to Illustrate consumer perceptions of certain important attributes and of 
attribute perfonnances (likelihoods). The Korean college students' attitudes towards 
the three types of restaurant were measured accordmg to the expectancy-value model 
and were compared by means of paired t-tests. 
Likelihood responses on restaurant attributes were factor analyzed, and 
coefficient alphas calculated to determine questionnaire reliability. Differences 
between respondents' perceptions of the three types of restaurants' perfonnances for 
factors, as determined by factor analysis, were Idennfied WIth the paired t-tests. 
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The majority of respondents were undergraduate students. Most (78.1%) were 
supported fmancially by their families, and 40% had part-time jobs. Greater than 
50% had a personal spending equal to or greater than w130,000 ($170). Most 
respondents (90%) had a of household income equal to or greater than wSOO,OOO 
($1049) per month. Over half (52.4%) of respondents were female, and average age 
was 23 years. 
Respondents rarely visited any type of restaurant for breakfast. They primanly 
visited fast food restaurants for snacks, family style restaurants for lunch, and fine 
dining restaurants for dinner. FamIly style restaurants were the most frequently 
visited, except for snacks. With friends, respondents most often visited fast food and 
family style restaurants; nearly half of respondents visited fine dining restaurants WIth 
their parents. 
, Fast food restaurants were considered convenient places for appomtments and 
for visits. Group meetings and specialty foods were the most frequently cited reasons 
for visitmg family style restaurants. Fine dining restaurants were visited primanly for 
celebrations of special occasions and, next, for group meetmgs. The majority of 
respondents visited fast food and family style restaurants WIthout advance plannmg or 
with only a few hours of advance planning. Longer planrung time was mvolved, 
however, in visits to fine dining restaurants. 
Family and friends were the most important information sources for all three 
types of restaurants. Respondents reported that fast food, famlly style, and fine dining 
restaurant signs played major roles in advertismg. Fast food and fine dining 
restaurants were effectively using televiSIOn advertising. No nutritional Item was 
considered an important criterion in the selection of restaurant although among 
nutrinonalltems, low-spice items were most often CIted as desrrable. 
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Approximately half of respondents spent between w30,000-w69,999 
($39 - $92) monthly on eating out, and greater than one-third of respondents spent 
more than w70,OOO ($92). FamIly style restaurants were ranked fIrst in terms of 
monthly spending on eating out. 
T -tests between mean scores of the two personal spending groups--personal 
spending less than w130,000 ($170) and that equal to or greater than w130,000--were 
conducted to Identify dtfferences between means. The latter had significantly higher 
mean scores for frequency of eating out for breakfast, dinner, and snacks at fast food; 
dinner at family style; and lunch and dinner at fine dtning restaurants. Sigmficantly 
higher mean scores for the latter group were also found for total monthly spending on 
eating out and for monthly spendmg on eatmg out at the three types of restaurants. 
Importance mean scores for the higher personal spending group in terms of 
dehvery service, WIde menu vanety, famous menu items, and attractive presentation 
at fast food restaurants, and for convenient parking facilities at fast food and fine 
dining restaurants were significantly higher than for the other personal spending 
group. There were no significant differences between the two groups' tmportance 
mean scores for low price, wide price range, or discounts/coupons/incentives. 
T -tests performed between the means of the gender groups indicated several 
significant differences. Males had higher mean scores for eating out at fast food 
restaurants for lunch, dinner, and snacks; females had higher mean scores for eatIng 
out at family style restaurants for breakfast. Males had htgher importance mean 
scores for all nutritional items and for nonsmoking area. Males also had sigmficantly 
higher mean scores of frequency and mean scores of monthly spending for eating out 
at fast food restaurants, and of importance for all four attributes in the promotion 
category for family style restaurants. LikelIhood mean scores for the female group 
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for all three types of restaurants showed higher scores for attributes eliciting 
significant differences. 
The importance-performance analysIs grid showed two attributes-freshness 
and friendly service-in quadrant I for fast food restaurants, indicating high 
importance and low lIkelihood of offering. Respondents valued all attributes in the 
hygiene section, good taste, convenient locatIon, fast servIce, and wide menu variety 
and were pleased with the restaurants' perfonnances. Fast food restaurants were rated 
low in tenns of the likelihood of offering low price, wide price range, uncongested 
dIning area, ability to stay after meal, nonsmoking area, innovative menu items, quiet 
dining area, private meetIng rooms, and favored background music, but respondents 
perceived these attributes as unimportant Take-out service was perceIved as well-
perfOlmed in fast food restaurants, but respondents considered such service relatIvely 
unimportant. The lack of importance may be because respondents assumed every 
restaurant offered take-out servIce. Thus, it was not a discriminant factor to choose 
fast food restaurants. 
For fannly style restaurants, all Items in the hygIene section and friendly 
service were important to respondents although performance was perceived as poor. 
Two attributes--good taste and freshness-were rated high m both importance and 
likelihood. Fast service, uncongested dirung area, low price, wide price range, quiet 
dining area, nonsmoking area, and innovative menu items were in quadrant III of the 
importance-perfonnance analYSIS grid, indIcating low importance and low likelihood. 
Respondents considered wide menu varIety, convenient location, famous menu items, 
attractive presentatIon, private meeting rooms, and large portions unimportant, but 
family style restaurants' perfonnance levels were fairly hIgh in these areas. 
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The importance-perfonnance analysis grid for fme dining restaurants showed 
that freshness was an important attribute; the restaurants perfonned poorly in tlus 
aspect, however. For fme dining restaurants, every item in the hygiene and the 
atmosphere sections, and good taste and fnendly service were judged important and 
well-perfonned. Convenient parking facilities, innovative menu items, nonsmoking 
area, private meeting rooms, and convenient location received low unportance and 
likelihood scores. Attractive presentatIon, wide menu variety and famous menu items 
were rated low on importance and high on likelihood. 
Respondents' overall attitudes towards fme dining restaurants were most 
positive, followed by fast food and family style, in that order. Significant differences 
between attitude scores for fast food and fannly style, for fast food and fine dining, 
and for family style and fme dining restaurants were indicated by paired t-tests. 
Likelihood responses for attrIbutes were factor analyzed and coefficient alphas 
were calculated to determine rehabIhty of the questionnaire. Data indicated strong 
support for the a priori sections--service, pnce, facilities, and promotion. After the 
factor analysis, attribute sections were rearranged. Atmosphere and hygiene sections 
and menu and food qualities sections were combined and created the new factors 
ambiance and tangible product, respectively. Fnendly service and nonsmokIng area 
were added to the ambiance factor. AbIlity to stay after meal and convenient location 
made a new convenience factor. Two attributes--clear menu description from menu 
section and large portions from the "other" section were deleted because of low factor 
loadings. Coefficient alphas ranged from .637 to .946, and thus results were 
sufficiently reliable. 
According to paired t-tests of likelihood scores on factors, signIficant 
I 
differences existed between fast food and fannly style restaurants in tenns of 
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promotion, service, ambiance, convenience, and tangible product, with fast food 
restaurants' lIkelihood mean scores consistently higher than family style restaurants'. 
The difference likelihood mean scores on the ambiance factor between family style 
and fine dirung restaurants were highest, followed by promotton .. facilities, tangible 
product, convenience, service, and pnce. Fine dining restaurants had higher scores 
than did family style restaurants for all factors except price. 
When likelihood mean scores of seven factors for fast food and for fine dirung 
restaurants were compared, significant differences were found for all factors. 
Ambiance, facilities, tangible product, price, service, convenience, and promotton 
factors are in rank order, from greatest to least difference. Fast food restaurants had 
higher mean scores for service and for price factors, and fme dirung restaurants had 
higher mean scores for ambiance, facilittes, tangible product, convenience, and 
promotion factors. 
Recommendattons on marketing strategies were made for all three types of 
restaurants based on the results of the study. 
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APPENDIXA. 
HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH APPROVAL 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stal 92 aiversify 
(Please type and use the attachea InSTructions for completing this form) 
1. Title of Project .\tti tudes of Korean r:olleP.'e ~)tudents 'I'o~·rard "?['st ;;-Oood. 70.mil v St'lle and 
'::'ine uininE; ltestaurnn't:::. 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will repon any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved will besubmiaed to the committee forreview. I agree to request renewal of approval for any project 
continuing more than one year. 
1 / 6 I 92 __ - ~ 
DaIC Sign&lUre ~ Prin+l Invesugator Typed Name Of Principal Investigator 
::RIM 11 He.okav Hall 1 ...-4636 
Campus Address Campus TeJcpbooe 
3. SignatureS of other investigatorS ReJalionship to Principal Investigator 
I 
-
_"" _______ t-t -?~ ':ll1jor -orofessor 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
o Faculty 0 Staff [] Graduate Student o Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
(JAN . 199(0 
\~ ¥? i~U r.;;~ "'~'-Y 
o Research [) ThesiS or dissertation o Class project o Independent SI!JdY (490. 590. Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
_ #I Adults. non-students _ #I ISU student _ #I minors under 14 
_ #I minors 14·17 
3000ther (explain)College Studen1 
in Korea 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions. Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
See attached 
(please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8, Informed Consent 0 Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
~ Modified infonned consent will be obtained. (See instruCtions, item 8.) 
o Not applicable to this projecL 
9 ConfldentJality of Data: Descnbe below the methods to be used to ensure the confldenuahty of data obtamed. (See 
instrucuons. item 9.) 93 
~here is no Way that researcner can identify individual 3ubjects. 
"uestionnaires will not be coded 
10. What risks or discomfon will be part of the study? wIn subjeCtS in the researcb be placed at risk: or mem discomfort? 
Descnbe any risks to the subjects and prccauuons that will be taken to mimmize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
pbysical risk: and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as psychological or emotional nsk. See 
instructions. item 10.) 
-There vill be no risks or discomfort. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your researcb: 
o A. Medical clearance necessary befcre subjects can participate 
o B. Samples (Blood, tissue. etc.) from subjects 
o C. Administmtion of substances (foods. drugs, etc.) to subjects 
o D. Pbysical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
o E. Deception of subjects 
o F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or 0 Subjects 14 - 17 years of age 
o G. Subjects m instibltions (nursing homes. prisons. etc.) 
o H. Research must be approved by another mstlbltion or agency (AUacb leuers of approval) 
It you cheeked any of the items iu 11t please complete the (oUmag in the space below (mclude any attachments): 
Items A • D Descnbe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Desc:nbe bow subjects will be deceived; jusUfy the deccpuon: mdicate the debriefmg procedure. mcludmg 
the ummg and mformauon to be presented to subjeCts. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14. indicate bow informed consent from parents or legally authonzed repre-
senlaUves as well as from subjects W1U be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or mstitution that must approve the project. If subjects in any OUtside agency or 
institution are mvolved.approval must be oblamed prior to beglmnng theresearcb. and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
last Name of Pr1ncipal Investigator __ Byun=--_______ _ 
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Checklist ror Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12.@Letterorwrittenstatement to subjects inwcadng clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names. #'s), how they will be used, and when they WIll be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an esttmate of time needed for paniclpauon In the research and the place 
d) if applicable. location of the research activity 
e) how you WIll ensure confidenliahty 
f) in a longxtudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects tater 
g) parttClpauon is voluntary; nonpanicipation WIll not affect evaluauons of the subject 
13 0 Consent form (if applicable) 
14.0 Letter of approval for research from cooperatmg organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15.1Xl Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anucipated dates for contact Wlth subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
J anuar" 11. 1992 March 1992 
Month I Day I Year Month I Day I Year 
17. If applicable: anuclpated date that identifiers WIll be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or VlSUal 
tapes Wlll be erased: 
Month I Day I Year 
18 Signature of Departmental Execuuve Officer Date Department or AdmlnlstraUve Umt 
1"·-~-9z.. HRIM Denartment 
--- b • ......;---------
19. DeCISIon of the Umversity Human Subjects Review Committee: 
..:c:. Project Approved _ Project Not Approved _ No Action ReqUired 
Patrlcia M. Keith ~ Signa~ of CommIttee Cha.Uperson-----Name of ComIIllttee ChaIrperson 
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7. Brief description of proposed research mvolving human subjects: 
The purposes of the research are: 
1. to identify restaurant patronage behavIOrs of Korean college students; 
2. to develop a research mstrument measunng attitudes of Korean college 
students towards fast food, farmly style, and fme dining restaurants; 
3. to identify response differences in tenns of both behavioral items and 
restaurant attribute items between the two personal spending groups and 
the two gender groups; 
4. to identify the importance of the three types of restaurant attributes and 
the restaurant perfonnances in tenns of those attnbutes, as perceived by 
respondents; 
5. to determine Korean college students' attitudes towards the three types of 
restaurants; 
6. to validate the self-developed research instrument measuring attitudes of 
Korean college students towards the three types of restaurants; 
7. to Identify differences m Korean college students' perceptions of the three 
types of restaurants' perfonnances, m terms of factors identified by factor 
analysis; and 
8. to provide recommendations on marketing strategtes for the three types of 
restaurants in Korea. 
The attached questionnaire, using 5-point Likert-type scale, will be distributed 
to over 300 Korean college students in Korea by mdividuals studying and working at 
several Universities in Korea. The subjects will be asked to complete and return the 
questionnarresmdividually to the persons who distributed them. 
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8. The cover letter provides the purposes of the study and directions to complete the 
questionnarre. The infonnation from the questIonnaire wtll be used for 
improving quabty of restaurants for student customers. The subjects are not 
forced to answer and return the questIonnaire and they can stop participatIng in 
the study at anynme. The questionnaIre will take approxunately 20 minutes to 
complete. 
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APPENDIX B: 
ENGLISH SURVEY COVER LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSIT'~8 
OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
January 8, 1992 
Dear respondents: 
College 01 Famlh ana 
Consumer SCiences 
Department of Hotel. Restaurant. 
and Institution Management 
11 MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5°011-1120 
515 2.94-1730 
FAX 515 294-9449 
This study is a crucial part of my graduate study in the Department of Hotel, Restaurant, and 
Institution Management at Iowa State UniVersIty The purpose of the study IS to measure 
Korean students' perceptions and preferences of the fonowing three types of restaurants: 
(1) fast food, (2) family style, and (3) fine dining restaurants in Korea. 
Your responses will be completely confidential. Only the aggregated data will be analyzed 
and reported. You can discontmue your participatIon at any time Please take 15-20 minutes 
to complete the questionnaire. After completIOn, please return It to the person who 
distributed the questIonnaire. 
Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Sung-Hee Byun Cathy Hsu, Ph D 
Graduate Researcher ASSistant Professor 
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1. On average, how often dId you eat out 10 each of the following types ofrestaurants for each 
of the following meals dunng last one year? Check ONE item for EACH meal and EACH 
type of restaurant. 
FastFo~.ul 
Less than 1-4 5-8 9-12 12 or more 
Never once times times times hmes 
a month a month 'a month a month a month 
Breakfast 
Lunch 
Dinner 
Snack 
Others (specIfy) 
Eamil~S~I~ 
Less than 1-4 5-8 9-12 12 or more 
Never once times times hmes tImes 
a month a month a month a month a month 
Breakfast 
Lunch 
Dmner 
Snack 
Others (specify) 
FiO~ Diniog 
Less than 1-4 5-8 9-12 12 or more 
Never once tImes times times tImes 
a month a month a month a month a month 
Breakfast 
Lunch 
Dinner 
Snack 
Others (SpecIfy) 
2. With WHOM did you usually go to each type of restaurant dunng last one year? 
Check ALL that apply. 
E;utFo!)d Eamil~Snl~ Ein~ Dining 
None 
Friends 
SIblings 
Parents 
Spouse 
Other relatIVes 
Other (Specify) 
100 
3. What are the main OCCASIONS / REASONS for eatmg at each of the following 
types of restaurants? Chek ALL that apply 
Outshoppmg 
TravelIng on vacation 
Date/night out 
Special occasions 
Group meeting 
Just feel like gomt out 
Place of appomtment 
SpeCIal foods 
Lack of time to cook 
Lack of desire to cook 
Treating guest 
Other (specify) 
Fast Food Family Style Fine Dining 
4. Generally speaking. what is the extent of planing in selectIon for each of the following 
types of restaurant? Check ONE for EACH type of restaurant 
None 
A few hous m advance 
1 to 3 days in advance 
3 to 10 days in advance 
More than 10 days in advance 
Fast Food Family Style Fine Dining 
5. How IMPORTANT are the followlOg sources of informatIon when you select each type of 
restaurant? Circle ONE number for EA CH type of restaurant and for EA CH item 
( 1= not unportant, 3= moderately unportant, 5= very unportant) 
Fast Food Family Style Fine Dining 
TV 12345 12345 12345 
Radio 12345 12345 12345 
Newspaper 12345 12345 12345 
Magazine 12345 12345 12345 
Restaurant pamphlet 12345 12345 12345 
Restaurant sign 12345 12345 12345 
Ads in bus/subway 12345 12345 12345 
Famtly/friend 12345 12345 12345 
Other (specify) 
12345 12345 12345 
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6. How IMPORTANT are the availability of following nutritional items when you select each type 
of restaurant.? Circle ONE number for EA CH type of restaurant and for EA CH item. 
( 1= not important, 3= moderately important, 5= very Important) 
Fast Food Family Style Fine Dining 
Low-cholesterol items 12345 12345 12345 
Low-calone Items 12345 12345 12345 
Low-spice Items 12345 12345 12345 
Caffein-free beverages 12345 12345 12345 
Other (Specify) 
12345 12345 12345 
7. How much did you usually spend eating out m a month for your own meal 
durmg last one year? 
less than w30.000 
w30.000 - w49.999 
w50,OOO - w69.999 
w70,OOO - w89,999 
w90,OOO or more 
8. How much did you usually spend eating out m a month for your own meal 
durmg last one year at each ofthe followmg types of restaurants? 
Fast Food 
__ less than w20,OOO 
__ w20,OOO - w29,999 
__ w30,OOO - w39,999 
__ w40,OOO - w49,999 
__ w50,OOO or more 
Family Style 
__ less than w20,OOO 
__ w20,OOO - w29,999 
__ w30,OOO - w39,999 
__ w40,OOO - w49,999 
__ w50,OOO or more 
Fine Dining 
less than w20,OOO 
__ w20,OOO - w29.999 
__ w30,OOO - w39,999 
__ w40,OOO - w49,999 
__ w50,OOO or more 
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9a Please mdtcate the IMPORTANCE of each 
of the listed Items when you select a Fast Food 
restaurant. Crrcle ONE number for EA CH Item 
(I =Not unportant, 3=Moderately Important, 
5=Very unportant) 
9b Please mdicate the LIKELIHOOD of servIce 
whIch you usually expenenced at Fast Food 
restaurant Crrcle ONE number for EA CH Item 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
(O=Unknown, I =Not likely 
I=Moderately likely, 5=Very likely) 
SERVICE 
Fast servIce 12345 
Fnendly servIce 12345 
Home delivery service 12345 
Take out servIce 12345 
MENU 
WIde menu vanety 12345 
InnovatIve menu Items 12345 
Famous menu Items 12345 
Clear menu descnption 12345 
FOOD QUALITIES 
Good taste 12345 
Freshness 12345 
Attractive presentatIOn 12345 
ATMOSPHERE 
Attractive interior decoration 12345 
Uncongested dimng area 12345 
QUiet dmmg area 12345 
Favored back ground musIc 12345 
PRICE 
Lowpnce 12345 
Wide pnce range 12345 
HYGIENE 
Neat employee appearance 12345 
Clean utensIls 12345 
Clean dining area 12345 
Clean restrooms 12345 
FACILITIES 
Nonsmoking area 12345 
Convenient parking facIlIties 12345 
Private meeting rooms 12345 
AvaIlabIlIty of entertamment 12345 
PROMOTION 
Attractive ads m mass media 12345 
Attractive extenor design 12345 
Discounts/coupons/mcentIves 12345 
PromotIOnal programs 12345 
OTHER 
Large portions 12345 
Ability stay after meal 12345 
Convement location 12345 
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lOa Please mdicate the IMPORTANCE of each 
of the lIsted Items when you select a ~ 
~ 
lOb. Please indicate the LIKELIHOOD of servIce 
which you usually expenenced at Family Style 
restaurant Circle ONE number for EA CH Item 
restaurant. CIrcle ONE number for EA CH Item (O=Unknown, I=Not likely 
(I=Not important, 3=Moderately Important, 
5=Very Important) 
I=Moderately likely, 5=Very likely) 
SERVICE 
12345 Fast service 12345 
12345 Fnendly service 12345 
12345 Home delIvery service 12345 
12345 Take out service 12345 
MENU 
12345 Wide menu vanety 12345 
12345 Innovative menu items 12345 
12345 Famous menu Items 12345 
12345 Clear menu descnptlOn 12345 
FOOD QUALITIES 
12345 Good taste 12345 
12345 Freshness 12345 
12345 Attractive presentation 12345 
ATMOSPHERE 
12345 Attractive mterior decoration 12345 
12345 Uncongested dmmg area 12345 
12345 QUiet dining area 12345 
12345 Favored back ground musIc 12345 
PRICE 
12345 Lowpnce 12345 
12345 Wide pnce range 12345 
HYGIENE 
12345 Neat employee appearance 12345 
12345 Clean utensils 12345 
12345 Clean dlmng area 12345 
12345 Clean restrooms 12345 
FACILITIES 
12345 Nonsmoking area 12345 
12345 Convement parkmg faCIlIties 12345 
12345 Pnvate meetmg rooms 12345 
12345 A vadabdlty of entertainment 12345 
PROMOTION 
12345 Attractive ads in mass media 12345 
12345 Attractive extenor deSign 12345 
12345 Discounts/coupons/mcentIves 12345 
12345 Promotional programs 12345 
OTHER 
12345 Large portIOns 12345 
12345 Ability stay after meal 12345 
12345 Convement location 12345 
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lla. Please mdtcate the IMPORTANCE of each lIb. Please mdtcate the LIKELIHOOD of sernce 
of the hsted Items when you select a Fine Dining 
restaurant. Circle ONE number for EA CH Item 
(I-Not unportant, 3=Moderately unportant, 
5=Very unportant) 
which you usually expenenced at Fine Dining 
restaurant. CIrcle ONE number for EACH Item 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
12345 
(O-Unknown, I=Not hkely 
I-Moderately likely, 5-Very likely) 
SERVICE 
Fast service 12345 
Friendly service 12345 
Home delIvery service 12345 
Take out service 12345 
MENU 
Wide menu vanety 12345 
Innovative menu Items 12345 
Famous menu Items 12345 
Clear menu descriptIOn 12345 
FOOD QUALITIES 
Good taste 12345 
Freshness 12345 
Attractive presentation 12345 
ATMOSPHERE 
AttractIve mtenor decoration 12345 
Uncongested dmmg area 12345 
QUIet dmmg area 12345 
Favored back ground musIc 12345 
PRICE 
Low price 12345 
Wide price range 12345 
HYGIENE 
Neat employee appearance 12345 
Clean utensIls 12345 
Clean dining area 12345 
Clean restrooms 12345 
FACILITIES 
Nonsmokmg area 12345 
Convenient parkmg facIlities 12345 
Pnvate meeting rooms 12345 
Avadabllity of entertamment 12345 
PROMOTION 
Attractive ads in mass media 12345 
Attractive exterior deSign 12345 
Dlscounts!coupons/mcentlves 12345 
PromotIOnal programs 12345 
OTHER 
Large POrtiOns 12345 
AbilIty stay after meal 12345 
Convement locatIon 12345 
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12. What level of school do you currently attend? 
undergraduate 
graduate 
13. What is your major? 
14. Are you married? 
__ Yes 
__ No 
Do you have any children? 
Yes If yes, how old Islare your chIld/children? 
No 
15. How many members are there in your household mclude yourself? 
16. What kind of financial support IS avaIlable to you? Check ALL that apply. 
family 
scholarship 
work; If work, how many hours per week do your work? 
other (Specify) 
17 How much money do you have each month for personal spendmg (except rent, tuition, 
school supplies)? 
__ less than w70,OOO 
__ w70,000 - w99,999 
__ wl00,000 - w129,999 
__ w130,OOO - w159,999 
__ wI60,000 • w189,999 
__ w190,OOO or more 
18. What is your household mcome per month? 
__ less than w800,OOO __ wl,600,OOO - wl,999,999 
__ w 800,000 - w 1,199,999 __ w2,000,OOO - w2,399,999 
__ wI,200,OOO - w 1,599,999 __ w2,400,000 or more 
19. What IS your age? 
20. What is your gender? 
female 
male 
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Sections Attribute No. Attributes 
Service 1 Fast sefV1ce 
2 Friendly service 
3 Delivery service 
4 Take-out sefV1ce 
Menu 5 Wide menu variety 
6 Innovative menu items 
7 Famous menu items 
8 Clear menu descripnon 
Food qualities 9 Good taste 
10 Freshness 
11 Attractive presentation 
Atmosphere 12 Attractive intenor 
13 Uncongested dining area 
14 Quiet dining area 
IS Favored background musIc 
Price 16 Low price 
17 Wide price range 
Hygiene 18 Neat employee appearance 
19 Clean dining area 
20 Clean restrooms 
21 Clean utensils 
Facilities 22 Nonsmoking area 
23 Convenient parking facilities 
24 Pnvate meeting rooms 
25 Availability of entertainment 
Promotion 26 Attractive ads 
27 Attractive exterior design 
28 Discounts/coupons/incentives 
29 Promotional programs 
Other 30 Large portions 
31 Ability to stay after meal 
32 Converuent location 
